Perceived Justice and Barriers and Facilitators to the Attainment of Leadership Positions in Local and County Law Enforcement Organizations in the State of Florida by Bush, Delsa R
Lynn University 
SPIRAL 
Student Theses, Dissertations, Portfolios and 
Projects Theses and Dissertations Collections 
4-2009 
Perceived Justice and Barriers and Facilitators to the Attainment 
of Leadership Positions in Local and County Law Enforcement 
Organizations in the State of Florida 
Delsa R. Bush 
Lynn University 
Follow this and additional works at: https://spiral.lynn.edu/etds 
 Part of the Law Enforcement and Corrections Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Bush, Delsa R., "Perceived Justice and Barriers and Facilitators to the Attainment of Leadership Positions 
in Local and County Law Enforcement Organizations in the State of Florida" (2009). Student Theses, 
Dissertations, Portfolios and Projects. 282. 
https://spiral.lynn.edu/etds/282 
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses and Dissertations Collections at 
SPIRAL. It has been accepted for inclusion in Student Theses, Dissertations, Portfolios and Projects by an 
authorized administrator of SPIRAL. For more information, please contact liadarola@lynn.edu. 
Perceived Justice and Barriers and Facilitators to the Attainment of Leadership 
Positions in Local and County Law Enforcement Organizations in the State of 
Florida 
DISSERTATION 
Presented in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the Degree of 
Doctor of Philosophy 
BY 
Delsa R. Bush 
Lynn University 
2009 
Lynn Library 
Lynn University 
Boco Raton, FL 33431 
Order Number: 
Perceived Justice and Barriers and Facilitators to Career Advancement in Local and 
County Law Enforcement Organizations in the State of Florida 
Bush, Delsa R., Ph.D. 
Lynn University, 2009 
Copyright 2009, by Bush, Delsa R. All Rights Reserved 
U.M.I. 
300 N. Zeeb Road 
Ann Arbor, MI 48 106 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
Reachng this milestone would not have been possible without the help of others, 
specifically, my dissertation committee. Dr. Joan Scialli, a motivational disciplinarian 
and the chair of my dissertation committee, has driven me to the point of exhaustion, but 
has always thrown out a revitalizing life line of knowledge to revive me. Dr. Carole 
Warshaw, the cheerleader who has been there the entire time, cheering me on with kind 
words or encouragement even when it was really bad. Dr. Karen Casey-Acevedo, the 
common sense advisor, and my colleague in this system of Criminal Justice. 
I want to acknowledge Ms. Unwin Jones, my executive assistant. Thank you for 
being a fiend and a confident. I thank my "baby girl" Yasmine for allowing mom to take 
the time during your formative years to pursue this lifelong goal and my daughter Bristol 
for occasionally acting like a mother in my absence. 
During this journey I have experienced several personal losses of those who were 
near and dear to me. One loss, that was more significant than the others, was that of my 
niece, Lois Shepard-Rumescard. In her short life span, Lois never had the opportunity to 
pursue her educational goals, but was always so proud of her "Auntie Dessa". I dedicate 
this dissertation to you 
I hope that this research will truly serve its stated purpose, to contribute to the 
knowledge and understanding of the glass ceiling effect, that invisible barrier, which 
hinders women and people of color from achieving their full potential in the field of law 
enforcement. 
ABSTRACT 
Disparity in leadership positions within organizations continue to exist along 
racial and gender lines even as organizations become more diverse. The numerous studies 
investigating race, ethnicity, gender, and the attainment of leadership positions within 
organizations focus primarily on the glass-ceiling effect. Few have empirically addressed 
the issue of the glass-ceiling effect in law enforcement organizations. Previous research 
suggested that several factors might affect leadership positions, i.e., human capital assets, 
demographic characteristics, organizational characteristics, procedural justice, 
distributive justices, barriers and facilitators to career advancement, institutional values, 
racism, and organizational culture. The glass ceiling effect, which encompasses a 
majority of these factors, may be the main hindrance to parity in leadership positions in 
law enforcement organizations. Theoretical models such as the glass ceiling effect, equity 
theory and perceived justice were examined and used as a guide to this study. 
In this non-experimental, exploratory (comparative) and explanatory 
(correlational) study, an online research design was used to examine the glass ceiling 
effect in local and county law enforcement organizations in the State of Florida, fi-om the 
perspective of human capital assets, demographic characteristics, organizational 
characteristics, distributive justice, procedural justice, perceived barriers to career 
advancement, perceived facilitators to career advancement, and the attainment of 
leadership positions. 
Two research questions were answered and six hypotheses, with related sub- 
hypotheses, were tested. Approximately 2500 sworn law enforcement officers from 75 
. . 
11 
local and county law enforcement organizations in the State of Florida were invited to 
participate in the survey. There were 286 valid responses resulting in an 11 54% 
response rate which were used for data analyses procedures. Data analyses consisted of 
principle component analysis, internal consistency reliability, descriptive statistics, 
independent t-tests, Chi-Square analysis, ANOVA, with post hoc comparisons, Pearson r 
correlation, point-biserial correlation, and stepwise multiple regression. 
Four scales, which included the Procedural Justice Scale, the Distributive 
Justice Scale, and Perceived Barriers and Facilitators to Career Advancement Scale, 
resulted in good estimates of reliability and construct validity was further established 
for each scale. Evidence of divergent validity was established for the one-item 
Attainment of Leadership Positions scale, which was created by the researcher. The 
Perceived Bam'ers and Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement scales were 
modified after principle component analysis. 
Though not significant, findings in this study indicated that females perceived 
more barriers to career advancement, specifically lack of culture fit, in the attainment 
of leadership positions than other racial groups and African Americans perceived 
greater barriers than Whites. As hypothesized, African American females, reported the 
lowest level of attainment of leadership positions. The demographic characteristic of 
age was the only variable significantly correlated with the attainment of leadership 
positions in local and county law enforcement organizations in the state of Florida not 
race or gender. Other findings indicate that the attainment of leadership positions can 
be explained by human capital assets specifically education, training, experience and 
tenure. Organizational characters were also correlated with the attainment of 
leadership positions. Recommendations for future studies include replication using a 
national sample of law enforcement officers and a larger sample size. Future studies 
should also incorporate additional variables such as discrimination, career 
development, and geographic characteristics to increase the explanatory power of the 
model tested in this study which to explain the attainment of leadership positions. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
Introduction and Background to the Research Problem 
Despite years of research, issues of gender differences in leadership and the affect 
of gender on the attainment of leadership positions in organizations continue to be 
disputed (Butterfield & Grinnell, 1999). Disparity in the upward mobility of women and 
minorities and the affects of the glass ceiling persist (Bartol, Kromkowski, & Martin, 
2003). In recent years, more research has been conducted about how gender might 
influence leadership positions. However, rarely are race and ethnicity considered and 
even less frequently is there a discussion of how race, ethnicity, and gender together 
might affect leadership positions (Waring, 2003). 
The American workforce and all other institutions are becoming more diverse. 
Today, women, minorities, and immigrants are increasing within organizations (Acar, 
2002). Decades ago, laws were passed to address the fact that African Americans were 
denied equal access to employment opportunities (Equal Opportunities International, 
2007). However, 40 years later women and minorities, specifically African-American 
females, continue to occupy the lower rungs in leadership positions (Dawson, 2006). 
Theories and models seek to explain how gender and race may affect attaining a 
leadership position within organizations and career advancement. They normally fall into 
four main categories: biological, sociological, structural-cultural, and organizational. 
According to Bart01 et al. (2003), "Biological models are aimed at genetic, hormonal, and 
physical characteristics, but are not typically used to predict differences in leadership 
styles today" (p. 16). In the case of gender, authors of biological models propose that 
there are biological differences between men and women as a result of evolution and 
genetic patterns (Birgit, 2006). Authors of socialization theories suggest the socialization 
of individuals affects their leadership potential. According to Bartol et al., "Socialization 
models argue that gender identity and differences are acquired through various 
developmental processes associated with life stages, such as schooling and work life" (p. 
16). Bass (1990) studied an application of the socialization theory and proposed that 
Hispanic and Asian Americans come from collectivist societies, increasing the likelihood 
that they might lean toward participatory management, thus affecting their upward 
mobility. 
Another component of the socialization theory that emerges is that of racism; 
specifically, aversive racism which is a "subtle but insidious form of prejudice that 
emerges when people can justify their negative feelings toward different races based on 
factors other than race" (Foster, Helb, Knight, & Mannix, 2003, p. 5). An example is 
well-intentioned people who often express their racial attitudes in indirect and rational 
ways, which precludes them from recognizing their racial biases. 
Structural-cultural theories focus on the cultural background of people and the 
relationship between culture and the attainment of leadership positions within 
organizations. Authors of structural-cultural theories propose that social structures, 
arrangements, and other systems that define differences in status and power are the cause 
of differences in leadership (Bartol et al., 2003). These are the most common and the 
most accepted theories (Lueptow, 2001). Lastly, there are organizational theories which 
are intricately associated with structural-cultural theories where leadership is still one of 
the biggest issues in organization theory (Yukl, 2001). 
The glass-ceiling effect embraces all four of the theories and models that seek to 
explain differences in the attainment of leadership positions (Weyer, 2006). The concept 
of the glass ceiling refers to "artificial barriers to the advancement of women and 
minorities" (Cotter, Hermsen, Ovadia, & Vanneman, 2001, p. 4). These barriers reflect 
"discrimination ... a deep line of demarcation between those who prosper and those left 
behind (Cotter et al., p. 4). 
Artificial barriers to career advancement within organizations are nebulous and 
difficult to prove, which is possibly why this complex phenomenon has been termed the 
glass ceiling (Kalish, 1992). Though not directly related to law enforcement, many 
studies have been conducted that attempt to measure the glass ceiling phenomena in the 
context of job equity, human capital assets, demographic characteristics, organizational 
characteristics, distributive justice, procedural justice, perceived barriers to career 
advancement, and perceived facilitators to career advancement (Lyness & Thompson, 
2000; Moorman, 1991; Samad, 2006; Sorenson, Tai, & Sims, 2005). 
Tai and Sims (2005) conducted a study which used the measures of distributive 
justice and perceived barriers and perceived facilitators to career advancement tb uncover 
the perception of the glass ceiling in high technology corporations based on gender. The 
study revealed significant differences in positions held by males and females. However, 
the employees did not notice the apparent glass-ceiling effect. 
Human capital theory suggests that those who obtain job relevant personal assets 
such as education, experience, competence, and training are more successful in their 
careers, jobs, and organizations than those who invest little or none of these assets 
(Becker, 1993; Sagas & George, 2004). Training and education are considered the most 
important of the human capital assets. They provide the skills and knowledge necessary 
for success in organizations (Becker). Another significant human capital asset is job or 
occupational experience. Occupational experience supposedly enhances a person's 
competency in the organization or industry (Nordhaug, 1993). Human capital asset 
theories, however, have not adequately explained the situation of minorities and women 
of color in the workforce, specifically African-American and Latino women (Cocchiara, 
Bell, & Berry, 2006). 
Organizational characteristics such as size and type of organization are said to 
influence the chances of attaining leadership positions within those organizations 
(Heinke, 2007). An organizational characteristic of particular importance to attaining 
leadership positions and career advancement is the promotional systems within 
organizations. Career success has been defined by upward mobility for as long as 
organizations have existed; the promotional process is the primary system by which an 
individual achieves upward mobility (Ferris, Buckley & Allen (1992). 
Little research has focused on the characteristics of the promotional process itself; 
rather, the focus is simply on the outcome of the process. The promotional process is 
fraught with politics and parts of these politics include labor union influence, where 
union influence is also an organizational characteristic (Ferris et al., 1992). On the other 
hand, labor union influence has had a positive affect on the attainment of leadership 
positions for certain groups within organizations. For example, labor union influence or 
collective bargaining was instrumental in removing barriers and creating new career 
opportunities for women in the public sector in New York State (Figart, 1999). 
Theories about the influence of demographic characteristics such as race, 
ethnicity, gender, and age play a significant role in explaining the glass ceiling 
phenomena and the subsequent barriers to the attainment of leadership positions and 
career advancement. The predominant demographic characteristic considered in theories, 
however, is that of gender (Alkadry & Tower, 2006; Eddleston, Baldridge, & Veiga, 
2004; Menell& James, 2001).While gender differences in leadership receive a lot of 
attention fiom researchers, e t h c  and racial differences receive relatively little attention 
when ethnic and racial minorities face the same challenges to upward mobility, in 
organizations (Hooijberg & Ditamaso, 1996). 
The glass-ceiling effect is especially prevalent within law enforcement 
organizations. Women in law enforcement account for only 13% of police officers in the 
nation according to the latest survey on the status of women in law enforcement (National 
Center for Women & Policing, 2007). Discrimination in hiring, selection, and 
promotional practices keep the number of women in law enforcement artificially low. 
These 13% have found it extremely difficult to rise through the ranks and achieve 
leadership positions. Women law enforcement officers account for only 1 % of the chief 
executive officers (i.e., chiefs and sheriffs) within the nation (Schulz, 2004). 
Moss (2004) indicated that in the police stations of television programs, "Racism 
is practically extinct, African-American officers have been well represented in the upper 
ranks and multiracial camaraderie prevails" (p. 1). Moss then contrasts these TV shows to 
the harsh reality that African-American officers face in actual police forces. Police chiefs 
across the nation are faced with challenges as they relate to achieving diversity within 
their police organizations and diversity in rank (Sklansky, 2006). 
The 2007 distribution of males and females in the U.S. population were estimated 
at 49.8% male and 50.2% female between the ages of 15-64 years (ratio is: 0.996 males 
to female). Of the U.S. population, 12.9% were estimated to be African American 
(Central Intelligence Unit, 2007). For the state of Florida, in 2005, 15.7% of population 
were African American and 51.0% of the population were female (U.S. Census Bureau, 
2007). 
According to the most recent data compiled by the U.S. Department of Justice 
(2007), in 2004 there were 17,876 state and local law enforcement organizations with at 
least one fulltime officer. In 2004, these agencies employed more than 732,000 sworn 
law enforcement officers. Municipal or local police departments employed approximately 
62% of these sworn officers. Sheriffs offices employed 24% of these sworn law 
enforcement officers. Special jurisdictions and state agencies employed the remaining 
15% of these officers (U.S. Department of Justice). However, African-American officers 
in the nation's cities, with a population of 250,000 or more, increased fiom 18% to 20% 
of the total number of officers between 1990 and 2000. The percentage of African- 
American officers in sheriffs' departments decreased fiom 9.9% to 9.0%. 
In 2004, there were 75 local and county organizations in Florida that employed at 
least 100 sworn law enforcement officers. Combined, these Florida organizations 
employed over 21,000 sworn officers. Ahcan Americans made up approximately 27% of 
sworn officers within 74 of these 75 agencies and in one agency 69% were Afncan 
American. Females accounted for less than 15% of sworn personnel within 66 of the 75 
agencies. In the remaining nine agencies fewer than 26% of the sworn personnel were 
female (U.S. Department of Justice, 2007). No data were found that combined both race 
and gender (i.e., the number of sworn officers who were African-American females). 
Whereas White female officers are subordinated by their gender, African-American 
females in law enforcement are subordinated by both race and gender and made to feel 
doubly inferior (Dodge & Pogrebin, 2001). Although there is a growing body of research 
concerning the ability of women to perform successllly in law enforcement, very little 
research examines the work experience of nonwhite female officers (Felkenes & 
Schroedel, 1993). 
In a study by Martin (1994), both African-American and White women police 
officers stated that they were excluded from the dominant members of the workforce 
within their agencies but these exclusions also varied along racial lines. White women 
were stereotypically overprotected; whereas, African-American women suffered 
denigrating stereotypes which included being beasts of burden and welfare recipients. 
According to Chiliwniak (1997), "The racial and gender gap is a numerical inequity and 
should be corrected for ethical reasons" (p. 45). 
Purpose of the Study 
The numerous studies investigating race, ethnicity, gender, and the attainment of 
leadership positions within organizations focus primarily on the glass-ceiling effect. Few 
have empirically addressed the issue of the glass-ceiling effect in law enforcement 
organizations, specifically law enforcement organizations in Florida. The purpose of this 
nonexperimental, exploratory (comparative) and explanatory (correlational) research was 
to examine the glass-ceiling effect in local and county law enforcement organizations in 
the State of Florida from the perspective of human capital assets, demographc 
characteristics, organizational characteristics, distributive justice, procedural justice, 
perceived barriers to career advancement, perceived facilitators to career advancement 
and the attainment of leadership positions. The purposes for this study are: 
1. A descriptive purpose was to describe the human capital assets, demographic 
characteristics, organizational characteristics, and perceptions of procedural justice, 
distributive justice, perceived barriers and facilitators to career advancement and the 
attainment of leadership positions in local and county law enforcement organizations in 
the State of Florida. 
2. An exploratory (comparative) purpose was to determine if there were 
differences in human capital assets, demographic characteristics, organizational 
characteristics, procedural justice, distributive justice, and perceived barriers and 
facilitators to career advancement and the attainment of leadership positions in local and 
state law enforcement organizations in the State of Florida. 
3. A second exploratory (comparative) purpose was to determine whether there 
were differences in human capital assets, demographic characteristics, organizational 
characteristics, distributive justice, procedural justice, perceived barriers to career 
advancement and perceived facilitators to career advancement and the attainment of 
leadership positions according to race and gender within local and county law 
enforcement organizations in the State of Florida 
4. An explanatory (correlation) purpose was to determine if human capital assets, 
demographic characteristics, organizational characteristics, procedural justice, 
distributive justice, and perceived barriers and facilitators to career advancement were 
significant explanatory variables of the attainment of leadership positions within local 
and county law enforcement organizations in the State of Florida. 
5. A fifth purpose was to contribute to the empirical validity of Cotter et al.'s 
(2001) criterion-based glass ceiling propositions of 
A glass ceiling inequality represents a gender or racial difference that is not 
explained by other job-relevant characteristics of the employee. A glass ceiling 
inequality represents a gender or racial difference that is greater at higher levels of 
an outcome than at lower levels of an outcome. A glass ceiling inequality 
represents a gender or racial inequality in the chances of advancement into higher 
levels, not merely the proportions of each gender or race currently at those higher 
levels. A glass ceiling inequality represents a gender or racial inequality that 
increases over the course of a career. (p. 5) 
Definition of Terms 
The Glass-Ceiling Effect 
Theoretical Definition 
The glass-ceiling effect is part of the culture of an organization. The glass-ceiling 
effect is described in many different forums referring to both race and gender. Fisher and 
Van Vianen (2002) described the glass ceiling as "a mechanism of exclusion and 
selection, the dynamics of which forms a barrier for women's careers" (p. 6). Cotter et al. 
(2001) implied that the glass-ceiling effect takes place when the effects of "gender or 
other disadvantages are stronger at the top of the organizational hierarchy than at lower 
levels, and that these disadvantages become worse as a people advance in their careers" 
(p. 3). Another description of the glass ceiling is as an "artificial barrier that prevents 
qualified individuals from advancing within their organization and reaching full 
potential" (The Lewis Group, 2003,716). 
Operational Definition 
For the purpose of this study, the criterion-based definition of Cotter et al. (2001) 
was used. According to Cotter et al., "The glass-ceiling effect implies that gender (or 
other) disadvantages (if gender is considered a disadvantage) are stronger at the top of the 
hierarchy than at lower levels, and that these disadvantages become worse later in a 
person's career" (p. 5). 
Human Capital Assets 
Theoretical Definition 
Human capital assets refer to the stock of productive skills and technical 
knowledge embodied in labor (Sveiby, 2001). Human capital theory suggests that those 
who obtain job-relevant personal assets such as education, experience, training, and 
competences are more successful in their careers, jobs, and organizations than those 
people with a smaller amount of these assets (Becker, 1993; Sagas & George, 2004). 
Operational Definition 
In this study, Part 1 of the Human Capital Assets and Attainment of Leadership 
Positions survey used a modification of Hollingshead's education scale reprinted in 
Miller and Salkind (2002). There were six items to measure Human Capital Assets. These 
included the highest educational level attained, level of advanced training, knowledge, 
tenure, and rank within state and local law enforcement organizations (see Appendix A, 
Part 1). 
Demographic Characteristics 
Theoretical Definition 
Demographic characteristics are characteristics of the population or the 
demographic outlines used in such research. Commonly-used demographics include race, 
age, income, educational attainment, employment status, and location (Sklansky, 2006; 
Wagner, 2007). 
Operational Definition 
In this study, Part 2 of the survey was developed by the researcher and contained 
four items to measure Demographic Characteristics. These characteristics included race, 
ethnicity, gender, and age (see Appendix A, Part 2). 
Organizational Characteristics 
Theoretical Definition 
Organizational characteristics in law enforcement organizations are the defining 
features which include personnel expenditures and pay, operations, policies and 
programs, equipment, and computers and information systems (U.S. Department of 
Justice, 2007). Organizational characteristics are further defined in theory as size, 
structure, technology, and promotiofial systems within organizations (Ferris et al., 2004). 
Operational Definition 
In this study, Part 3 of the survey measured the Organizational Characteristics of 
each law enforcement organization. These items included organization size (number of 
sworn law enforcement officers), state or local affiliation (municipal, county, or state), 
union affiliation (union or no union), and promotional process (appointed or promoted). 
This part of the survey was developed by the researcher (see Appendix A, Part 3). 
Procedural Justice 
Theoretical Definition 
Procedural justice is a term used in organizational justice research and refers to 
the fairness of the procedures used in determining outcomes within an organization 
(Folger & Greenberg, 1985; Moorman, 1991). 
Operational Definition 
In this study, Part 4 of the survey measured Procedural Justice using a scale 
called Moorman's (1991) Measure of Procedural and Interactional Justice. The six items 
pertained to clarification of information, representativeness in decision making, 
consistency in the decision-making process, accuracy of information upon which the 
decision was made, thoroughness of information upon which decisions are made, and 
opportunities to challenge decisions. A 7-point Likert scale which ranged from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) was used to assess respondents' opinions on 
each item (see Appendix A, Part 4). 
Distributive Justice 
Theoretical Definition 
Distributive justice is a term derived from early research by Adams (1965) based 
on social exchange theory. According to Adams, "This theory proposes that employees 
perceive unfair treatment when they receive fewer returns than they expected, and fair 
treatment when the rewards were considered to be commensurate with their input in the 
job" @. 3). The term has been described as the fairness of the outcomes of the process by 
which rewards are received within an organization (Price & Mueller, 1986; Sorensen, 
1985). 
Operational Defnition 
In this study, Part 5 of the survey measured Distributive Justice by the 
Distributive Justice Index developed by Price and Mueller (1986). The scale contained 
five items measuring the extent to which respondents are fairly rewarded considering 
their responsibilities, the amount of education and training attained, amount of 
experience, amount of effort put forward, the work that they have done well, and the 
stresses and strains of the job. Six response categories ranged from 1 (very unfairly) to 5 
(very fairly) were used to assess respondents' opinions on each item (see Appendix A, 
Part 5). 
Perceived Barriers and Facilitators to Career Advancement 
Theoretical Defnition 
Perceived barriers to career advancement originate from tokenism theory (Kanter, 
1977a) and later advancements to the theory (Yoder, 1991). These theories and 
subsequent research suggests that females in leadership positions would face several 
barriers to career advancement. These barriers include not being a good fit within cultures 
dominated by males, being excluded from informal interactions where critical 
information was shared, not receiving appropriate mentoring, lack of critical 
developmental assignments that leads to advancement, more reliance upon formal 
processes for promotional opportunities (Van Velsor & Hughs, 1990), and not being 
allowed chances for mobility geographically (Adler, 1984). Theories on facilitators to 
career advancement are derived from studies involving female executive participants 
(Lyness & Thompson, 2000). They include having a good track record of 
accomplishments (Mainnero, 1994), the development of social relationships, proactive 
measures in setting own career goals, taking on challenging assignments, and taking risks 
(Catalyst, 1996). 
Operational Defnition 
In this study, Part 6 of the survey measured Facilitators and Barriers to Career 
Advancement with two scales developed by Lyness and Thompson (2000) to measure 
perceived barriers to career advancement (Part 6a) and perceived facilitators to career 
advancement (Part 6b). The first scale, Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement, 
contained 26 items organized into six subscales: Lack of Culture Fit, Exclusion from 
Informal Networks, Lack of Mentoring, Poor Organizational Career Management 
Processes, Difficulty Getting Developmental Assignments, and Difficulty Obtaining 
Opportunities for Geographic Mobility. Five response categories ranged from 1 (no 
problem at  all) to 5 (a very serious problem) and were used to assess respondents' 
opinions whether these items have been a problem in their own career advancement (see 
Appendix A, Part 6a). 
The second scale, the Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement contained 21 
items divided into five subscales: Having a Good Track Record, Developing 
Relationships, Managing Own Career, Mentoring, and Having Developmental 
Assignments. Five response categories were used to assess respondents' perceptions of 
whether the items have been facilitators in their own career advancement ranging from 1 
(not a facilitator) to 5 (a very important facilitator) (see Appendix A, Part 6b). 
Leadership Positions 
Theoretical Definition 
Leadership positions within organizations are those positions or roles that involve 
having authority over others, which inherently means all of the positions or roles within 
hierarchies other than the bottom ones (Werhane, 2007). Another theoretical definition of 
leadership is the process whereby one person tries to influence others to attain the 
expected objectives in a group of more than two persons (Wickharn & Walther, 2007). 
Operational Defnition 
In this study, Part 1 of the survey, Human Capital Assets and Attainment of  
Leadership Position, included one ranked item that measured the Attainment of 
Leadership Position. A rank consists of six response categories, including chief executive 
officer, assistant chief, major, commander, captain, lieutenant, and sergeant or the 
equivalent (see Appendix A, Part 1). 
Justification 
The study was justified in that it was significant, the topic was researchable, and 
the research was feasible. The significant contributions of this research may be to the 
knowledge of the body of literature relating to the glass-ceiling effect in local and county 
law enforcement organizations. The majority of the research concerning the disparity 
according to race and gender in leadership positions focuses on the effects of the glass 
ceiling. The glass-ceiling effect implies that gender (if gender is considered a 
disadvantage) or other disadvantages such as race are stronger at the top of the 
organizational hierarchy than at lower levels, and that these disadvantages become worse 
later in a person's career (Cotter et al., 2001). 
Nowhere is the glass-ceiling effect more prevalent than in law enforcement 
organizations (Reinerth, 2001). However, there is limited empirical research on the topic 
in law enforcement organizations. The research is generally restricted to corporate 
organizations. The results of this study may contribute to the body of research concerning 
the glass ceiling as it relates to human capital assets, demographic characteristics, 
organizational characteristics, perceived procedural justice, distributive justice, and 
barriers and facilitators to career advancement in county and local law enforcement 
organizations. The results of this study may help chief executive officers make informed 
decisions about recruiting, hiring, and retaining minority and women law enforcement 
officers. 
This study was researchable because the questions formulated were scientific and 
each variable, contained in hypotheses, were measured. The theoretical framework based 
on theories about the glass-ceiling effect, human capital assets and the attainment of 
leadership positions, demographic characteristics, organizational characteristics, 
procedural justice, distributive justice, and barriers and facilitators to career advancement 
were assessed, and research questions were answered and hypotheses were tested. The 
research was feasible because participants were accessible. The study was conducted over 
the Internet and participants were available. Because the research was conducted over the 
Internet the cost of the study was minimal. Lastly, guidelines and procedures of the Lynn 
University Institutional Review Board were followed by the researcher to ensure the 
protection of the rights of human subjects. 
Delimitation and Scope 
The delimitations in this study are as follows: 
1. Participants were law enforcement officers in supervisory level leadership 
positions only (sergeants and above). 
2. The setting (geographic) was confined to the state of Florida. 
3. The setting (organizational) was those organizations that employed 100 or more 
law enforcement officers. 
4. The target population consisted of law enforcement officers employed only at 
local and state law enforcement organizations. 
5. Participants had to be age 21 and above, as Florida law prohibited anyone under 
the age of 21 from being certified as law enforcement officers. 
6. Participants were limited to those who could read and write English. 
Organization of Study 
An introduction and overview of this study was presented in Chapter 1, beginning 
with an introduction and background to the research problem that necessitated the study. 
Current issues facing minorities in the attainment of leadership in local and county law 
enforcement organizations in Florida were discussed. The specific purposes of the study 
were addressed. These purpose were descriptive, exploratory (comparative), and 
explanatory (correlational), and theoretical development by providing empirical validity 
to the research of Cotter et al. (2001) on the glass-ceiling effect. Theoretical and 
operational definitions of each variable in the study were presented. 
Chapter I also provided the justification of the study and explained how findings 
may contribute to knowledge about the attainment of leadership positions in state and 
local law enforcement organizations in Florida, in the context of the glass-ceiling effect, 
human capital assets, demographic characteristics, organizational characteristics, 
distributive justice, procedural justices, and barriers and facilitators to career 
advancement. The final section addressed the delimitations and scope of the study. 
Chapter I1 presents the review of the literature, the theoretical framework, 
research questions, and hypotheses. The literature review concludes with a synopsis of 
the strengths, weaknesses, gaps, and recommendations for future inquiry. The second 
section is a presentation of the theoretical framework which guided the study. Research 
questions proposed for the study are presented in the third section of the chapter. 
Hypotheses are formulated in the fourth section of Chapter 11, and a hypothesized model 
of the study variables is presented. 
The research methods are presented in Chapter 111. The chapter contains a 
description of the research design, target population, sampling size, setting, survey 
instruments, procedures relating to ethical considerations of the study and data collection 
methods, and the method of data analysis. The chapter also contains the evaluations of 
the research methods in this study about the glass-ceiling effect, human capital assets, 
demographic characteristics, organizational characteristics, procedural justice, 
distributive justice, and barriers and facilitators to career advancement. 
Chapter IV contains the findings of the data analysis, including the descriptive 
characteristics of the final sample, answers to the research questions, and the results of 
the hypotheses tested. Interpretations of the findings and the results are presented in 
Chapter V. The.conclusions of the study are stated as well as their implications, 
limitations of the study, and recommendations for future research. 
CHAPTER 11: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE, THEORETICAL 
FRAMEWORK, RESEARCH QUESTIONS, AND HYPOTHESIS 
Chapter I1 analyzes the theoretical, methodological, and empirical literature about 
the glass-ceiling effect and examines human capital assets, demographic characteristics, 
organizational characteristics, procedural justice, distributive justice, and perceived 
facilitators and barriers to career advancement. A gap in the literature concerning the 
glass-ceiling effect in law enforcement was found. For this research study, 
recommendations for future scholarly inquiry were made based on the gaps in the 
literature. A theoretical framework for this study was developed which led to the 
formulations of research questions and hypotheses to be tested. 
Review of the Literature 
Demographic Characteristics and Leadership Positions 
Gender and Job Satisfaction 
In a study by Burke and Mikkelson (2005a), female officers perceived equal 
opportunity at much lower levels than males. They also pointed out "more reasons for 
career opportunity differences (i.e., discrimination and more sexual harassment) than 
their male counterparts" (p. 11). These three findings resulted in overall lower job 
satisfaction among female officers. In another exploratory study, Burke and Mikkelsen 
(2005b) reported that few differences were found among job demands, but male officers 
experienced more violence and threats; whereas, female officers dealt with more 
discrimination and harassment. Contradictory to the former study, they found that male 
officers and female officers experienced a similar degree of job satisfaction. 
Gender and Institutionalization 
Lucas (2003) proposed an institutionalization theory for women. Lucas argued 
persons who are socially disadvantaged will experience more resistance when they reach 
leadership positions. Women are considered socially disadvantaged, as opposed to men, 
even when all other things are equal. Lucas argued that if female leadership is 
institutionalized, the gap between male and females in leadership positions can be 
reduced. Institutionalization theory "is the process by which social processes take on a 
rule-like status in social thought and action" (Lucas, p. 464). Institutionalization occurs 
when female leadership is required, when others see that successful groups contain 
female leaders, and other groups see that groups similar to theirs have females in 
leadership positions. 
Lucas (2003) conducted an experimental study where participants were told that 
they were participating in a study for a fictitious company. While waiting to complete the 
study, they were shown a video which institutionalized women. During the study, they 
were inundated with literature and logos advocating women leaders. The results showed 
that the effect of institutionalization was that female leaders, appointed on ability, 
attained influence as high as males leaders appointed on ability. Influence, as described in 
this study, is the influence over the participants in the experiment. 
Lucas' (2003) study is problematic because there is no sampling design. There is 
not a mention of the characteristics of participants. Were they male or female and in what 
proportions? What was the makeup of the participants? What was the age range? As 
Lucas explained, institutionalization had to be created in this experiment. Participants 
were shown a video in which females are portrayed as strong and powerfkl leaders. This 
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was supposed to artificially create institutionalization in the minds of the participants. 
However, this does not appear to be the best manner in which to create artificial 
institutionalization. For example, Zucker (1 977) created institutionalization in her 
experiment by allowing members to communicate group standards to new members. 
Lucas recognized this but continued to use the video. 
The Gender Theory 
Chiliwniak (1997) sought to explain the gender gap within educational 
institutions. According to Chiliwniak, "Organizational culture affects curriculum and 
administration because the values of an institution dictate how resources are allocated 
based on the values of the institutionV(p. 10). A theory that relates to organizational 
culture which emerges is called the gender theory and is a form of leadership theory. 
Gender differences are said to affect the values of organizations. Again, the glass-ceiling 
effect is discussed. Unlike Cotter et al. (2001), the glass-ceiling effect in education is 
described as, "Men view their perspectives and norms as gender neutral organizational 
structures, and assume that the structure is asexual; women experiences are invisible; 
labeling and stereotyping place stumbling blocks in the career paths of women; there are 
different spheres for men and women; women cannot enter into the sphere of the men" 
(p. 657). 
The premises of the theory are based on research by Melia and Lyttle (2003) that 
equates leadership to power and leadership styles. To demonstrate the theory, Melia and 
Lyttle prepared a table based on dominant values held by traditional leaders at one end 
and emerging leaders at the other end. A second table described modes. For example, a 
traditional value is individuality and the new emerging value is connection. A traditional 
mode is mechanistic; the opposite emerging mode is holistic. 
Race, Ethnicity, and Social Identity Theory 
Slay (2003) attempted to explain why some African Americans will emerge or 
become successful leaders while others do not. Slay suggested that literature on social 
identity theories can provide theoretical view on why some African Americans become 
successful leaders. African Americans who choose certain social identities are more 
likely to succeed. In opposition to this social identity theory is the theory of self- 
conceptions of leadership (Waring, 2003). This theory proposes that gender itself 
influences one's perception of leadership that ultimately determines if a person will 
become a good leader. 
Slay (2003) contended that too much significance is placed on race, 'an external 
factor, outside of the realm of one's internal perceptions. More emphasis should be 
placed on internal factors such as social identity or self-categorization within groups. 
Several propositions are developed based on this theory. Some of the main propositions 
are that (a) people within organizations may adjust their identity to be seen as leaders, 
aspiring to become leaders they choose to work in conditions where they may be seen as 
prototypical (which is favorable) individuals; (b) those African Americans who want to 
be leaders will be more likely to depersonalize themselves and others in organizations as 
opposed to other ethnic groups. . 
Slay (2003) recommended the use of network methodology to test the 
propositions in future research. The main problem with this theory is that it minimizes 
race as a variable. No empirical evidence to support any of these propositions was found. 
Race, Ethnicity, and the Leader Label 
Doctoral students given the task of the development of leadership training within 
their university, designed an empirical study in an attempt to understand why minority 
students elect to participate in low numbers in leadership development programs, at two 
other institutions in the area (Arminio, Carter, Steven, Jones, & Kruger, 2000). The 
qualitative (exploratory) study involved 106 interviews conducted by researchers at both 
institutions. Participants were 22 African-American men, 12 African-American women, 
18 Asian American women, 25 Asian American men, 12 Latinas, and 17 Latino men. The 
age ranges were 18-21 years. The researchers realized that the term student of color 
would encompass a variety of students; however, they focused on the students who 
identified themselves as a particular race inclusive of the American nationality. 
International students were excluded. An intensity and snowball sampling techmque was 
used to identify participants who held formal or informal leadership positions (Arminio et 
al.). The intensity and snowball technique employs a strategy whereas after the original 
participants are interviewed, they are asked by the researchers if they have knowledge of 
other formal or informal leaders outside of the institution. These other individuals are 
then contacted for interviews. Open-ended questions focused on leadership experience, 
values, feelings, and opinions. However, the design minimized variations across 
interviews. Phenomenological research methods were employed to analyze the 
experiences of minority students. 
The results showed several conceptions along a common theme such as the leader 
labe1,personal cost of leadership, and lack of vole models. To be specific, students of 
color identified these factors as reasons why they stayed away from leadership positions. 
They did not like being labeled a leader. Leadership took up too much of their personal 
time and they lacked role models as leaders (Arminio et al., 2000). The study had no 
clear measurements of leadership experiences and open-ended questions based on 
feelings, opinions, and values were too broad. Further study that takes into account 
cultural differences is need in this area. 
Race, Gender, and Self-Conceptualization 
Some literature does examine the effects of both race and gender on leadership 
positions within organizations. Waring (2003) provided a case study of 12 African- 
American female college presidents. The purpose of the study was to explore the origins 
and conceptions of leadership among African-American female college presidents. 
Studying these women was an attempt to identify how race and gender may affect the 
attainment of leadership and the role of self conception in attaining leadership positions. 
In this qualitative study, Waring (2003) interviewed the women using a modified 
version of a previously developed questionnaire. This questionnaire considered topics 
such as education, career history, social class, and background. However, Waring 
modified it by adding questions concerning leadership and chronology of positions held. 
Waring's conclusion supported prior research finding (i.e., Bass, 1990) that women are 
oriented towards relationships, whereas men are task oriented. Another finding was that 
conceptions of leadership were related to personalities. Afncan-American women were 
found to have to work harder in order to show who they were and to showcase their 
abilities. Lastly, race was the most salient variable and barrier for African-American 
women. 
Waring (2003) recommended that since leadership is a relationship with other 
people, accounts should be considered to determine if the leader's followers see their 
efforts in the same manner. Future research should focus on the input and perceptions of 
the followers. These conclusions seem to stray from the original purpose of the study. 
The conclusions suggest that the study has no value in explaining how self-conceptions 
of leadership, among the participants, would assist in explaining the effects of race and 
gender on leadership. It would be more relevant to see a case study involving African- 
American males or a different combination of gender and race. 
An earlier qualitative study conducted by Parker (1997) examined African- 
American women executives' leadership communications within organizations where 
other cultures were dominant. The research was a field study design, and the sample 
included 13 African-American women executives in upper management, two in upper 
middle management, one or more of each executive's subordinates, and the executives' 
supervisors in four of the cases. The African-American women were chosen based on 
whether they were employed in dominant culture organizations. Industries represented 
were communications, insurance, education, and state and federal governments. 
Data collection was by interviews, direct observations, and archival research 
(Parker, 1997). Grounded theory procedures were used for data analysis. The analysis 
resulted in several themes that challenge views of women as collaborators who dislike 
control oriented leadership. They were interactive communication, empowerment, and 
leadership through boundary spanning (Parker, 2001, p. 50). The study challenged the 
previously held views of African-American women as direct control-oriented 
communicators. Limitations in this study were few. However, chi-square analysis of the 
data to determine if the themes derived from this study were distributed equally 
throughout the population was not conclusive. 
Race, Gender, and Tokensim 
Tokenism is normally used to describe the difference of a work group member 
from a dominant group (Yoder, Anaikudo, & Berendsen, 1996). An example would be 
African-American females in leadership positions within law enforcement. Yoder et al. 
attempted to look beyond race and examine its ominirelevence to understand the process 
of tokenism. The findings in the study, however, highlighted instead the importance of 
both race and gender combined in understanding the social impact of the tokenism 
process. 
Seventy-six White women and 53 African-American women undergraduates rated 
a woman of the same race as themselves who was described as either a dominant group 
member or as a token based on gender alone, race alone, or both race and gender. Results 
showed that White women tokens were perceived to experience better social relations, 
more support from colleagues, and less stress than their Black female counterparts did. 
Most importantly, the results showed that tokens experience more stress because they are 
more salient, socially isolated, and are encapsulated in a gender role. Their findings 
appear to reiterate the importance of the findings of Martin (1994). Yoder et al. (1996) 
admitted that further qualitative research is indeed needed to examine gender differences. 
They further recommend the use of actual tokens within organizations to m h e r  
understand the process (Kanter, 1977a). 
Racism and Discrimination 
The disparity concerning race and leadership positions span across all 
organizations. In a qualitative study of management information workers, a sampling 
design produced 69 African American-White pairs from a telecommunications company 
were matched on age, job function, tenure within the organization, and organizational 
level (Igbaria & Wormley, 1992). Measurements were created for such variables as 
acceptance from organizations, job discretion, and career support. Participants were 
evaluated almost exclusively by White, male managers using a supervisory survey on job 
performance and advancement. Analysis of the data showed that Afr-ican Americans got 
less support from their supervisors and received lower performance ratings. This was 
crucial to their determining that leadership positions such as job discretion, career 
support, and participation in training programs were all related to supervisor ratings. Job 
performance was definitely related to supervisors' predictions of advancement as 
measured in evaluations. For example, White employees were more satisfied with their 
careers based on the predictions of the supervisors. The study found that though African 
Americans had gained entry into management information fields, it has been difficult for 
them to advance professionally and managerially. The results of the study suggested that 
minorities experience discrimination in their jobs, specifically in job performance 
measurements, which ultimately impedes their advancement to leadership positions 
(Igbaria & Wormley). 
The matched-pairs design of the Igbaria and Wormley (1992) was good. 
However, the majority of the evaluators in the study were White males. Comparing the 
differences of White versus African-American supervisors is an area of future study. 
Other researchers make no attempt to cover up the fact that racism is the key variable 
which denies non-Whites access to leadership positions. Goldfield (2003) stated that, 
"non-Whites have been discriminated against, excluded from, and denied equal access to 
political, social, and economic opportunities and those White labor organizations have 
participated in the oppression" (p. 1). 
Similarly, an empirical study by Foster et al. (2002) found that participants gave 
negative ratings to African-American leaders and White subordinates, and positive 
ratings to White leaders and African-American subordinates. This suggested that the 
participants favored African Americans in their stereotypical roles as subordinates and 
Whites in their stereotypical roles as leaders. They firther stated that this is a form of 
aversive racism which is an insidious form of racism that comes about when individuals 
attempt to justify their negative feelings toward African Americans based on factors other 
than race. 
Thompson (2006) surveyed 123 African-American participants concerning their 
experience as executives in their respective law enforcement organizations. The study 
addressed the following research questions: 
1. What are the perceptions of the present study sample regarding the nature of 
their current or most recent relations with subordinate White personnel? 
2. What are the perceptions of the present study's sample regarding the nature of 
their current or most recent relations with subordinate Black personnel? 
3. What are the perceptions of the present study's sample regarding the nature of 
their current or most recent relations with White supervisory peers? 
4. What are the perceptions of the present study's sample regarding the nature of 
their current or most recent relations with the minority community, family, and friends? 
The main hypothesis in the study suggested that the participants would perceive social 
isolation from groups such as subordinates (regardless of race), White peers (who were 
equal in rank), as well as family and friends. These groups were labeled support and 
reference groups. An analysis of the data did not support the main hypothesis or other 
hypotheses. The results showed that African-American law enforcement executives were 
well adjusted socially and well integrated in their leadership roles. In this study however, 
95.9% of those who responded were African American. Only 4.1% were African- 
American females. This study, as with many others leaves out the affect of the double 
minority status of African-American females. 
Contextual Factors Affecting the Organizational Commitment 
Morris, Shim, and Dumont (1 999) examined the relationship of contextual factors 
such as negative social interactions, support from management, coworkers, and family on 
the organizational commitment of diverse police officers within the former New York 
Housing Authority Police Department. The police department had 2,090 members when 
the study was conducted. There were 16% African American, 12% Hispanic, and 12% 
female. The sample contained 372 police officers. Thirty-one were women of color, 
mostly African American. A questionnaire was developed, based on focus group 
participation and informal interviews, with a particular interest on the constraints 
experienced by female police officers. Analysis indicated women and minority police 
officers experience more negative social interactions then White men, but this did not 
affect their commitment to the organization. The results of the study suggested command 
level personnel, that is top level management such as chiefs and captains, can promote 
the accommodation of diversity within police organizations, spearhead support for the 
police officers' job from family and friends, and enhance the quality of the work 
experience on the job. 
Morris et al.'s (1999) study is critical to the creation of parity for African- 
American females in law enforcement, as support from upper management is crucial in 
the attainment of leadership positions. Morris et al. further concluded that management in 
police organizations should continue to address the concerns of all police officers as it 
relates to fairness and equity, and that White men need to be involved in efforts to 
address diversity issues within the organization. Several limitations listed in the study 
included the uniqueness of the Housing Authority Police Department in that they only 
serve public housing residents, and the reliance upon self-reported data. This study was a 
quantitative study using a Likert scale survey instrument. Specific insights as it related to 
specific subgroups (i.e., African-American females) could be expounded upon, similar to 
the seminal work of Woody (1992), where interviews were conducted referencing stress 
and job satisfaction. The results showed that job satisfaction and commitment were 
intrinsic and based on self-sufficiency and self-motivation. 
Age 
Age plays a role in the attainment of leadership positions in that it is associated 
with experience, knowledge, work habits, attitudes, and commitment to quality for older 
workers. For younger workers it is flexibility, acceptance of change, adaptation to new 
technology, and physical capability (Dennis & Thomas, 2007). Data compiled by the 
American Association of Retired Persons (AARP; 2000) shows that age can affect 
leadership positions negatively in the form of ageism, where negative perceptions such as 
workers being perceived inflexible, resistant to new ways, physically limited, 
complacent, and costing more for health insurance, can be a barrier to career 
advancement and leadership positions. 
In another AARP study, it was found that positive characteristics attributed to 
older employees were not always valued by employers. Managers from 12 participating 
large companies did not rate characteristics such as experience, judgment, commitment to 
quality, low turnover, good attendance, and punctuality, highly. Surprisingly, however, 
characteristics such as flexibility, adaptation to technology, and physical ability, in which 
older employees were rated low, were seen as critical to success by managers (AARP, 
1995). 
In other research where age was a variable, it did not affect the dependent 
variable. In a study by Alkadry and Tower (2006), age was examined as a human capital 
variable in pay disparities and upward mobility between males and females. An online 
survey using 36 questions was sent to over 6,700 participants. A total of 1,673 
participants responded. The findings showed that age did not affect the wage gap or the 
upward mobility of males and females, and did not explain the variance in the wage 
disparity. 
Human Capital Assets and Leadership Positions 
The barriers to pay equity and equal employment opportunity for women and men 
are said to be very complex and interconnected, and too difficult to create a typology that 
would be useful in a study. Organizational barriers are interconnected with sociocultural 
and human capital barriers. Some researchers attribute the pay disparity between men and 
women to women's tenure in the workforce compared to men's. Educational differences 
and different work experiences are other explanations. Years of experience in one's field 
and current job tenure play a role in determining the salaries and career success of 
individuals (Holzer, 1990). According to Kelly (1991), "Human capital theories suggest 
that investments in one's human capital, such as education, responsibility, experience, 
age, and leadership abilities, explain differences in success between males and females" 
(P 33). 
Education 
The type and quality of education is reportedly a contributing factor in the salary 
gap between men and women. Education is a critical factor that must be controlled for in 
studies of pay disparity and differences in the career advancement between male and 
female. However, education becomes relevant only if there are differences in the level of 
education between men and women (Rumberger & Thomas, 1993; Solomon & Wachtel, 
1975). 
Is a degree,necessary in law enforcement for career advancement, regardless of 
race and gender? After decades of discussion the debate concerning the necessity of a 
college degree in law enforcement continues (National Center for Women in Policing, 
2006). Whether police officers with degrees are more qualified to perform their jobs than 
those who are not has been researched for some time. Some researchers reported college- 
educated officers are more flexible, aware of social and ethnic problems on the job and in 
the community, and have a greater acceptance of minorities (Kakar, 1998). Others 
suggest postsecondary education prior to employment decreases the frequency with 
which police officers receive personnel complaints (Wilson, 1999). Yet others believe 
that education plays a small, but important, role in police performance promotions or 
retention (Schanlaub, 2005). 
The first step in the achievement of leadership positions for African-American 
female officers, or any officer for that matter, is the promotion to the rank of sergeant in 
most law enforcement agencies. In a study of educational achievement and study 
strategies used by promotional candidates (Whetstone, 2000), test scores correlated 
positively with educational achievement. However, those candidates who lacked 
educational achievement were able to rely upon different study methods to achieve 
comparable scores. The study was conducted at a Midwestern police department with 720 
sworn members. Only 72 of the 340 eligible officers took the written examination. An 
exit survey was used to gather observations £rom the 72 candidates about preparation 
methods; time spent studying, and predicted test scores. Demographic information was 
also obtained. When the actual scores were revealed, males received slightly lower scores 
than females. However, minorities received scores significantly lower than their White 
counterparts on the promotional test. Though the purpose of the study was to examine the 
correlation of college education to test scores and did touch upon race and gender issues, 
it could have been further enhanced if there was a more detailed analysis of gender and 
minorities with the lower scores. 
Differential Access to Supervisory Jobs and the Gender Wage Gap among 
Professionals 
Mitra (2003) conducted a secondary analysis of data from the National 
Longitudinal Survey of Youth. The data contained information from 12,686 men and 
women who had been interviewed every year since 1979. Detailed questions about 
human capital attainment and labor market status were asked along with two others 
pertaining to family background and personal characteristics. The study was a 
crosssectional analysis of fulltime professionals who were 33 to 41 years of age in 1998. 
It was hypothesized that demographic and background characteristics, but not necessarily 
physical characteristics, may have indirect effects on the professional's human capital 
attainment. Human capital attainment was operationalized as education, test scores, job 
experience, and tenure. It was further expected that human capital attainment would be 
significant in the process of wage attainment among professionals. 
Descriptive statistical results showed that across all levels of supervisory jobs, 
men earn 15% higher wage premiums than women (Mitra, 2003). Male professionals in 
large organizations have more access to supervisory jobs than their female counterparts 
have, and women were more concentrated in jobs with female bosses and managed fewer 
men. Stated another way, females were basically found in predominantly female jobs 
with female bosses and, thus, segregated in large organizations. Men held more 
"meaningful" supervisory jobs than women did. These meaningful jobs were described as 
the decision-making and authoritative jobs. In addition human capital, as expected, was a 
key variable in the allocation of meaningful supervisory jobs. Most importantly, men 
were shown to hold positions of authority more than women did (Mitra). 
Mitra (2003) admitted that the findings would have been more meaningful had the 
study been able to sort the various occupations within professional fields. However, the 
study would have been even more meaningful if the author had expounded upon the 
physical attributes, such as race, along with the gender variable, which was supposed to 
be one of the primary components of the study. The gender wage gap and the disparity in 
access to supervisory positions would have to increase exponentially if race and ethnicity 
were considered. This study, as with other studies in the past, has as the defining group 
for conceptualizing leadership in organizations, the White middle-class male (Parker, 
2005). 
Organizational Characteristics 
Size of Organization 
The size of a company has an effect not only on differences in pay but also on pay 
itself (Langer, 2000). Bertrand and Hallock (2001) found that in larger companies 75% of 
the wage gap between male and female executives was explained by company size and 
by the fact that women were less likely to become leaders (i.e., chief executive officers, 
chairs, vice chairs, or presidents) of these companies. They found no evidence that 
industry segregation had any effect on the wage gap. Once women executives' age and 
seniority were controlled for, the gap in pay fell to less than 5%. 
Compensation was also affected by the level of responsibility of each individual. 
Sales volume and organizational size influence an employee's workload and, 
consequently, the compensation of that employee (Langer, 2000; Ogden, Zsidisin, & 
Hendrick, 2002). Certain responsibilities such as supervision influenced the 
compensation of employees (Langer; Ogden et al.). People with more responsibility; be it 
supervisory or financial, would reasonably be compensated at higher levels than those 
with fewer responsibilities. 
A study of executives in the private sector purchasing profession found that the 
gap between the average salaries paid to women and men was $17,600 (Fitzgerald, 1998). 
The women in the private sector organization were less experienced and younger, their 
supervision and related responsibilities were lower, they controlled lower purchasing 
volumes, they were less educated, and they did not hold as many senior positions as men. 
However, even when these factors were controlled, the average compensation of women 
remained lower than that of men in the purchasing field. Other human capital barriers 
include leadership abilities (Powell, 1988; Rosener, 1990) and managerial aptitude 
(Kelly, 1991). Groshen (2001) even argued that, "In the human capital model, the wage 
gap is associated with occupation and with the individual, unless establishments or job 
cells are sorted by quality" (p. 468). 
More than half of the 17,876 law enforcement organizations in the United States 
are small, employing fewer than 10 llltime officers. They accounted for only 5% of all 
sworn officers. However, two thirds of all sworn officers were employed by just 6% the 
larger agencies employing over 100 officers (BJS, 2004). Though not in law 
enforcement, research has been done to investigate whether the size of an organization 
affects the opportunity of advancement to leadership positions. Previous theories 
suggested that the size of an organization is a proxy for growth and must be positively 
related to career progression and success (Melamed, 1996). 
Research conducted by Nabi (1 999) tested the structural variable of organizational 
size and its effect on subjective and objective career advancement. Subjective career 
advancement was measured by a scale using 18 items which assessed work role, 
financial, interpersonal, and hierarchal success. Objective career success was measured 
by salary. The study, conducted in Britain, drew a sample of 2,585 employees from six 
higher education institutions. Responses from 723 were received. The results did not 
support the hypothesized link between organizational size and subjective career success. 
Nabi believed that employees in this study did not use organizational size as a frame of 
reference, and did not tend to feel more successful when perceiving favorable 
opportunities for career advancement. Organization size was, however, associated with 
objective career advancement but was not at all the strongest predictor. 
Union Affiliation 
An amendment to the Florida State Constitution in 1968 granted public 
employees the right to collectively bargain with employers in the public sector. This 
allowed local law enforcement officers the right to unionize and to bargain collectively. 
However, pubic sector law enforcement officers, such as county sheriffs, were not 
allowed to unionize until 2003, as they were not considered public employees but rather 
constitutional officers (Pynes & Corley, 2006). Collective bargaining or union affiliation 
in the public sector has been an important aspect of career advancement opportunities, at 
least for women (Figart, 1999). 
Police unions and subsequent collective bargaining agreements are associated 
with compensations which are basically monetary in the form of salaries, pay raises, and 
fringe benefits (Wilson, Zhoa, Ren, & Briggs, 2006). Police unions throughout the nation 
also influence many other aspects of police organizations including departmental policy, 
procedures on discipline and career advancement to leadership positions. Their influence 
on career advancement is directly related to their influence on selection and recruitment 
procedures as well as the promotional process (Kadleck, 2003). 
Kadleck (2003) conducted a survey of a large sample of police organizations (n = 
648) to determine, from the perspective of the unions, the importance of several aspects 
and relations among police unions and police organizations. These included the goals of 
the unions, the extent of their influence, and their effect on the policy of police 
organizations, and accountability and trust issues. Analysis of the results showed that 
leaders of these unions believed that they were entitled to an important role in the 
development of policy. They did not believe, however, that they had too much influence 
within organizations. Lastly, they believed that they could trust the management of police 
organizations to make appropriate decisions. This study was one of the first empirical 
studies analyzing police unions on a large scale. Previous studies about the influence of 
police unions were reportedly done in the form of case studies on a small number of 
organizations, and were done from the perspective of the police chief or police 
management (Kadleck, 2003). No studies have been found in the literature that analyzes 
the influence of police unions on police organizations, from the perspective of the 
affected employees, within the organizations. 
Equity Theory and Organizational Justice 
Equity theory was first developed by Adarns (1963). Equity theory implies that 
individuals engage in social comparison of their inputs and outcomes to others whom 
they perceive as relevant. Perceptions of individuals about the fairness of the outcomes 
relative to the outcomes of others (distributive justice) influence their motivational level. 
Perceived equity exists when individuals perceive that the ratio of inputs to outcomes is 
the same for their referent others. Inequity exists when individuals negatively perceive' 
that the ratio of inputs to outcomes is different for them than it is for others to whom they 
compare themselves. Later research by Adams (1 965) focused on procedural justice. 
Distributive Justice 
Sorenson (1985) conducted a study of organizational commitment as it relates to 
behavioral characteristics of absenteeism, turnover, and tardiness. In this study, six items 
assessed job distributive justice among nurses within a hospital environment. The 
independent variable of distributive justice was mediated by the variable job satisfaction. 
The same measures of distributive justice have been adopted for numerous other studies 
within organizations other than hospitals (Price & Mueller, 1986). Distributive justice 
was one the variables tested to uncover the perception of the glass ceiling which possibly 
affected female employee opportunity for advancement in high technology companies 
(Tai & ~ i m s ,  2005). The other variable studied was career advancement measured by 
perceived barriers and perceived facilitators to career advancement. The results of Tai 
and Sims study indicated that even though positions held were significantly different for 
male and females, it appeared that the apparent glass ceiling was noticed by neither male 
employees nor female employees within their organizations. 
Procedural Justice 
An empirical study by Moorman (1991) involved the development of a scale 
designed to measure procedural justice. Procedural justice is described as the fairness of 
procedures used to determine outcomes, as opposed to distributive justice which 
describes the fairness of the outcomes themselves that an employee receives within an 
organization (Folger & Greenberg, 1985). The scale was developed to measure fairness 
perceptions and their influence on employee citizenship behavior. 
Six items were used to measure procedural justice. Internal consistency 
reliabilities for the scale were reported above .90. The scale showed discriminate validity 
in relation to commitment to the organization and job satisfaction. Confirmatory factor 
analysis for each item in the scale was above 30. The sample for this study involved two 
medium sized paint companies in the Midwestern United States. One company was 
mailed the actual survey and the survey was completed on site at the second company. 
The findings showed perceptions of procedural justice did not significantly relate to 
organizational citizenship behaviors. However, another measure (interactional justice) 
did. 
Procedural Justice and Distributive Justice in the Domain of Compensation 
A study conducted by Tremblay, Sire, and Balkin (2000) examined the effects of 
procedural justice and distributive justice on compensation in three Canadian companies. 
A sample of 285 employees was used. They focused specifically on pay and pay 
satisfaction and benefits and benefit satisfaction. The main hypotheses formulated were: 
1. There exists a positive relationship between distributive justice regarding pay 
and pay satisfaction. 
2. There exists a positive relationship between distributive justice regarding 
benefits and employee benefit satisfaction. 
3. There exists a positive relationship between procedural justice regarding pay 
and pay satisfaction. 
4. There exists a positive relationship between procedural justice regarding 
benefits and employee benefit satisfaction @. 66). 
An analysis of the results showed "employees distinguish clearly between pay 
satisfaction and benefit satisfaction, and that distributive justice perceptions are better 
predictors of pay satisfaction than procedural justice perceptions" (Tremblay et al., 2000, 
p. 66). For employee benefit satisfaction the results were reversed, "Procedural justice 
perceptions are better predictors than distributive justice perceptions. Lastly, the results 
show that distributive justice perceptions with regard to pay play a more important role 
than procedural justice in job satisfaction and satisfaction within the organization" 
(Tremblay et al., p. 66). A limitation in this study is the failure to control for demographic 
characteristics such as race, age, and gender. 
The hypotheses were similar in a study by Sarminah (2006) on the effects of 
procedural justice and distributive justices on work outcomes such as job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment. Specifically, procedural justice and distributive justice 
would be positively related to job satisfaction rather than to organizational commitment. 
The results revealed that distributive justice had more effects on both job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment than procedural justice did. Again, there were no descriptive 
statistics on demographic variables. 
Perceived Barriers and Facilitators to Career Advancement 
Lyness and Thompson (1 997) conducted a study which compared matched 
samples of female and male executives to find out whether the females had made it above 
"the glass-ceiling effect."'The hypothesis that there would be differences in 
organizational outcomes such as compensation was rejected based upon the findings. The 
findings in this study led to questions about how females had advanced to executive 
positions where females remained underrepresented. Lyness and Thompson needed to 
determine if males and females followed similar routes to attaining leadership positions, 
which prompted the study in which the Perceived Barriers and Facilitators to Career 
Advancement Scales were developed. Lyness and Thompson (2000) designed a study to 
address the questions generated from the first study. The specific research questions were 
as follows: 
1. Have female executive's experienced different barriers than those experienced 
by their male counterparts? 
2. What facilitated the executive's career advancements? 
3. How did females overcome the barriers they faced? 
4. Do the developmental experiences and career paths that are related to career 
success for female executives differ from those for male executives? (p. 97) 
Lyness and Thompson (2000) compared two types of gender differences: (a) 
comparisons of female and male executives' perceived barriers and facilitators to career 
advancement, developmental experiences, and career histories; and (b) predictors related 
to the degree of career success for males and females. Seven hypotheses were developed 
that related to four predictors. An example of a hypothesis was "Female executives will 
be more likely than male executives to report barriers to career advancement" (p.97). 
Two scales containing 11 subscales were used to measure perceived barriers and 
facilitators to career advancement. Coefficient alphas for the subscales ranged from .70 to 
.90, in the acceptable range for establishing internal consistency. The self-report 
questionnaire was used to measure developmental experience and career success as the 
highest level attained in the management hierarchy and total compensation such as salary 
and bonuses. Findings suggested that even when developmental experiences and career 
histories were comparable, females faced greater barriers and the strategies they used to 
achieve career advancement were different from their male counterparts. 
Leadership 
Leadership Styles 
The review speaks generically of leadership positions within organizations since 
the majority of the existing literature addresses leadership within the private sector, 
specifically corporate America (Stelter, 2002). However, leadership positions are found 
throughout all types of organizational institutions. Leadership is one of the most 
important factors in organizational evolution and success. According to Winder (2003), 
"Leadership is a complex process by which a person sets direction and influences others 
to accomplish a mission, task or objective, and directs the organization in a way that 
makes it more cohesive and coherent" (p. 12). 
Many people believe that leaders are born, not made. That is, no amount of 
education or training can make individuals leaders if they are not born leaders. If that is 
the case then race and gender would have no effect on leadership positions. These 
theorists argue that leadership style (i.e., autocratic, laissez-faire, or democratic) 
determines leadership success (Vroom, 2003). 
Leadership Communication Themes 
Parker (2005) discussed five themes related to leadership communication based 
on case studies of 15 African-American female executives. The themes are (a) interactive 
communication; (b) empowerment through the challenge to produce results; (c) openness 
in communication; (d) participative decision making through collaborative debate, 
autonomy, and information gathering; and (e) leadership through boundary spanning. 
Parker identified participants for the study based on criteria consistent with those used by 
researchers interested in top management leadership (e.g., Mainero, 1994; Rosner, 1990). 
Participants had to be at the level of director, have had line and supervisory 
responsibility, and be employed in a major United States dominated culture organization. 
A modified snowball technique was used of women who fit the criteria; whereas, original 
samples were obtained from popular magazines. 
Interactive communication is the central theme because it supposedly represents 
African-American women's overall approach to communications. According to Parker 
(2005), African-American female communication can be seen as both theoretical and 
relational. In the relational sense, all of the females interviewed placed a high premium 
on face-to-face interactions. However, the most interesting communication theme was the 
theme of openness in communications. African-American female executives were labeled 
as direct communicators. This directness is seen as a negative among Whites because it 
reflects on the stereotype of the African-American matriarch. However, this same trait is 
not seen as a negative in other groups. In an exploratory study, Mayfield and Mayfield 
(2004) found that there is a positive and significant link between communication ability 
and worker innovativeness. 
In their motivating language theory, directness and direction giving is one 
proponent along with two other mutual factors, empathetic and meaning-making 
language, all of which are seen as positive. Interviews were used in this study as opposed 
to a questionnaire as a research instrument. This made it easier to interpret because a 
questionnaire would have limited the opportunities for detailed explanations (Morrison, 
White, & VanVelsor, 1987) 
The Glass Ceiling 
The glass-ceiling effect dominates the literature concerning the effects of race and 
gender on leadership positions. The glass-ceiling effect is part of the culture of an 
organization. The glass-ceiling effect is described in many different forums referring to 
both race and gender. Van Vianen and Fisher (2002) described the glass ceiling as a 
mechanism of exclusion and selection, the dynamics of which form a barrier for women's 
careers. Cotter et al. (2001) implied that the glass-ceiling effect takes place when the 
effects of gender or other disadvantages are stronger at the top of the organizational 
hierarchy than at lower levels, and that these disadvantages become worse as a person 
advances in his or her career. Another description of the glass ceiling is as an "artificial 
barrier that prevents qualified individuals from advancing within their organization and 
reachng full potential" (The Lewis Group, 2003, 16). 
The theoretical and empirical literature on the glass-ceiling effect and racial and 
gender equity within organizations is so mainstream that the Federal Glass Ceiling 
Commission was created to deal with the issue. A premier report issued by The Glass 
Ceiling Commission (1 999,  described the glass ceiling as an 'Zmseen yet unbreachable 
barrier that keeps minorities and women from rising to the upper rungs of the corporate 
ladder regardless of their qualifications or achievements"(p. 4) 
Breaking the glass ceiling is a monumental task but it is important to economic 
growth and prosperity. Florida and Gates (2002), in examining the issue of why certain 
talented individuals chose to live within certain cities, and why some cities could not 
attract talented people, developed a theory that a city's diversity, tolerance for a wide 
range of people, and lack of the glass ceiling, were important. To test their theory, Florida 
and Gates came up with four indices to capture the level of diversity and tolerance within 
the 50 most populated metropolitan areas. Their indices were then compared to a measure 
of high technology industry concentration and growth. The leading indicator for 
technological success was not race, gender, or diversity but rather the gay population. 
Florida and Gates discussed their findings as, "People in technology businesses are drawn 
to places known for a diversity of thought and open-mindedness as indicated by their 
ethnic and social diversity. It is this talented labor pool that draws high tech companies 
and stimulates high tech growth" (p. 6). 
The glass-ceiling effect implies that gender disadvantages, or other disadvantages, 
are stronger at the upper hierarchy within organizations than at lower levels. These 
disadvantages become even worse later in a person's career (Cotter et al., 2001). The 
glass ceiling is also a term used to describe barriers that prevent females and other 
minorities from rising to leadership positions in public organizations and private markets. 
These barriers are said to be invisible (Glass Ceiling Commission, 1995). 
~he'Glass Ceiling Initiative 
The U.S. Department of Labor's Office of Contract Compliance Programs 
(OFCCP) was charged with reviewing nine randomly selected Fortune 500 companies. 
The goals of the study were to explore the theory of the glass ceiling, to promote a 
diverse workforce, to promote equal opportunity, and to establish a Department of Labor 
blueprint for future studies. The study found organizational and attitudinal barriers. These 
barriers were categorized in three major components: (a) informal recruiting practices, 
differential treatment in career advancement opportunities, denial of credential building 
activities and advanced educational opportunities; (b) lack of monitoring of equal access; 
and (c) opportunity for advancement. 
The Brass Ceiling 
The brass ceiling theoretical concept was coined by Schulz (2004). The brass 
ceiling concept places a new twist on the glass-ceiling concept as it relates to law 
enforcement. Schultz conducted a case study of the 1% of women who had made it to the 
top in law enforcement. Data collected from a questionnaire and interviews of these 
women traced the women's entry into policing and their upward mobility. These 
responses were enhanced by documents, transcripts, phone conversations, and personal 
interviews. The questionnaire was developed specifically for the research with the 
assistance of women police chiefs. The results were a collective portrait of these women 
and their careers. Schultz concluded that being a pioneering woman in law enforcement is 
often emotionally painful. The second conclusion was the more.society can learn about 
pioneering women in all professions the easier it will be for future generations to move 
up more quickly. This is similar to institutionalization. 
Schultz's (2004) qualitative case study is weakest in respondent's race. Of the 94 
police chiefs who responded to the survey, 84 (88%) were White. Of the 10 remaining 
women, 3 were African American and 7 were Hispanic and Asian. Some did not list their 
race. With a convenient sample this small, it would be difficult to generalize Schultz's 
proposition that learning about pioneers would make it easier for all races to move up in 
law enforcement more quickly. Schultz's study is, at best, an exploratory study that can 
be inductively used to develop grounded theory if themes, patterns of common 
categories, are developed from the data (Babbie, 2004). 
Synopsis of the Literature 
The majority of the literature concerning the relationships among race, gender, 
and the attainment of leadership positions is centered on the glass-ceiling effect. The 
glass-ceiling effect in its simplest form is a term used to describe invisible barriers that 
prevent women and minorities from advancing to management level positions (The Glass 
Ceiling Commission, 1995). The glass-ceiling effect normally addresses gender 
inequality and seldom addresses race within organizations. 
Even less research addresses the issue of double minority status, such as African- 
American females, specifically in local and state law enforcement. The brass ceiling term 
coined by Schulz (2004) is probably the first attempt to address empirically the issue of 
the glass ceiling in law enforcement. Schultz conducted a qualitative, exploratory study 
of known female chiefs of police throughout the nation to explore perceptions of barriers 
and facilitators in the attainment of their positions. Again the issue of race was omitted. 
Other research abundant in the literature concerns distributive and procedural 
justice grounded in the equity theory by Adams (1965). This theory proposes that 
individuals believe outcomes are fair when consistent with individual inputs. Studies of 
perceived barriers and facilitators to career advancement measure the perception of the 
glass ceiling by participants within their organizations. 
No studies were found that examined the double minority impact of race and 
gender and leadership attainment in law enforcement. Therefore, it is recommended that 
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an exploratory (comparative) and exploratory (correctional) study be conducted on the 
effects of the glass ceiling in municipal law enforcement with an emphasis on the double 
minority impact of race and gender, based on the constructs of the glass-ceiling effect, the 
attainment of leadership positions, human capital assets, demographic characteristics, 
procedural justice, distributive justice, perceived barriers to career advancement, and 
perceived facilitators to career advancement. Based on the empirical and theoretical 
review of the literature, the discovery of gaps in the literature requiring future scholarly 
inquiry, and recommendations for future study, an integrated theoretical framework was 
developed to guide this study 
Theoretical Framework 
Theories on the glass-ceiling effect have existed long before the term was 
introduced. The actual term was introduced initially in management circles in corporate 
America around 1986. The Wall Street Journal contributed significantly in describing the 
term for women and addressed issues and barriers for women, minorities were included 
later (U.S. Federal Glass Ceiling Commission, 1995). Shortly after the term was 
introduced, Morrison et al. (1987) brought together the data on the invisible barriers of 
the glass ceiling, recommended strategies for breaking the glass ceiling, and suggested 
future initiatives for the glass ceiling. 
For the purpose of this study, the criterion-based definition of Cotter et al. (2001) 
is used. The glass-ceiling effect implies that gender (or other) disadvantages (if gender is 
considered a disadvantage) are stronger at the top of the hierarchy than at lower levels 
and that these disadvantages become worse later in a person's career. The four specific 
criteria are (a) "a glass-ceiling inequality represents a gender or racial difference that is 
not explained by other job-relevant characteristics of the employee, (b) a glass-ceiling 
inequality represents a gender or racial difference that is greater at higher levels of an 
outcome than at lower levels of an outcome, (c) a glass-ceiling inequality represents a 
gender or racial inequality in the chances of advancement into higher levels, not merely 
the proportions of each gender, and (d) a glass-ceiling inequality represents a gender or 
racial inequality that increases over the course of a career" (Cotter et al., p. 667). 
The construct of distributive justice has been extensively studied beginning with 
the equity theory first developed by Adams (1965). Early research, however, focused 
attention on distributive justice based on the social exchange theory, which suggests that 
employees perceive unfair treatment when they receive less returns than they expected 
and fair treatment when they believed that outcomes were consistent with individual 
inputs. A significant limitation of this early research is that it focused mainly on the 
perceived fairness of outcomes. Many researchers recognized that the perceived fairness 
of the process that was used to determine distributive outcomes also needed to be studied 
(Thibaut & Walker, 1975). More recently, researchers have begun to investigate the 
influence of both procedural and distributive justice on organizational attitude and 
behaviors (Cropanzano & Folger, 1991; Dailey & Kirk, 1992; Greenberg, 1988). 
Procedural justice refers to the perceived fairness of the process used to make 
decisions about issues such as promotions, benefits, and pay (Brockner, Leung, & 
Skarlick, 2000). Procedural justice focuses on how the decision was made or on the 
means; whereas, distributive justice focuses on the ends. The proposition is that even 
when individuals do not like the outcome, they will react more positively if they perceive 
the process by which the decision was made to be fair (Cobb, 2001). 
Perceived barriers to career advancement originate from the tokenism theory 
(Kanter, 1977a) and later advancements (Yoder, 1991). These theories and subsequent 
research suggest that females in leadership positions would face several barriers to career 
advancement. These barriers include not being a good fit within cultures dominated by 
males, being excluded from informal interactions where critical information was shared, 
not receiving appropriate mentoring, lack of critical developmental assignments that 
leads to advancement, more reliance upon formal processes for promotional opportunities 
(Van Velsor & Hughs, 1990), and not being allowed chances for mobility geographically 
(Adler, 1984). Theories on facilitators to career advancement are derived from studies 
involving female executive participants (Lyness & Thompson, 2000). They include 
having a good track record of accomplishments (Mainnero, 1994), the development of 
social relationships, proactive measures in setting own career goals, taking on 
challenging assignments, and taking risks (Catalyst, 1996). 
Human capital in its simplest definition is a way of categorizing people's skills 
and abilities in employment situations. The concept was first introduced by Pigou (1 928), 
a British economist, in the early 1900s. Pigou proposed that as with material capital, there 
should be investments in human capital. Today's concept of human capital is derived 
from the work of Mincer (1958) and Becker (1964). Human capital was analogous to 
means of physical production. Individuals may choose to invest in their own education, 
training, and experience. This investment in human capital is expandable and continues to 
generate the more it is used. Human capital such as knowledge can be transferred and 
shared with others. 
Based on the recommendation for future study resulting from the review of the 
literature and the theoretical framework guiding this study, research questions and 
hypotheses are generated in this study about relationships among human capital assets, ' 
demographic characteristics, procedural justice, distributive justice, perceived barriers to 
career advancement, and perceived facilitators to career advancement, and attainment of 
leadership positions in local and county law enforcement organizations in Florida. 
Research Questions 
1. What are the human capital assets, demographic characteristics, organizational 
characteristics, procedural justice, distributive justice, facilitators and barriers of career 
advancement, and attainment of leadership positions in local and county law enforcement 
organizations in the State of Florida? 
2. Are there difference in human capital assets, demographic characteristics, 
procedural justice, distributive justice, perceived facilitators and barriers of career 
advancement, and the attainment of leadership positions according to organizational 
characteristics of local and county law enforcement organizations in the State of Florida? 
Research Hypotheses 
1. African-American women perceive significantly less procedural justice, less 
distributive justice, fewer facilitators, and greater barriers to career advancement, and 
attain fewer local and state law enforcement leadership positions than other racial and 
gender groups. 
HI,: Women perceive significantly less procedural justice, less distributive justice: 
fewer facilitators and greater barriers to career advancement, and attain fewer leadership 
positions in local and state law enforcement organizations than men. 
Hlb: African Americans perceive significantly less procedural justice, less 
distributive justice, fewer facilitators and greater barriers to career advancement, and 
attain fewer leadership positions in local and state law enforcement than other racial and 
ethnic groups. 
HI,: There will be higher perceptions of procedural justice, distributive justice, 
facilitators to career advancement, fewer barriers to career advancement, and more 
leadership positions in local and state law enforcement organizations as follows: White 
males>African-American males>White females>African-American female groups. 
2. Human capital assets are significant explanatory variables of attainment of 
local and county law enforcement leadership positions in Florida. 
3. Procedural justice, distributive justice, and facilitators and barriers of career 
advancement, are significant explanatory variables of attainment of leadership positions 
in local and county law enforcement organizations in Florida 
4. Organizational characteristics are significant explanatory variables of 
attainment of leadership positions in local and county law enforcement organizations in 
Florida. 
5. Demographic characteristics are significant explanatory variables of attainment 
of leadership positions in local and county law enforcement organizations in Florida. 
6.  Human capital assets, demographic characteristics, organizational 
characteristics, procedural justice, distributive justice, and facilitators and barriers of 
career advancement are significant explanatory variables of attainment of leadership 
positions in local and county law enforcement organizations in the State of Florida. 
The hypothesized model in Figure 2-1 represents the proposed relationships 
between human capital characteristics, demographic attributes, organizational 
characteristics, procedural justice, distributive justice, perceived barriers and facilitators 
to career advancement and the attainment of leadership positions in local and county law 
enforcement organizations in the State of Florida. 
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Figure 2-1. Hypothesized model tested in this study 
Distributive Justice 
Barriers and Facilitators to Career 
Advancement 
In Chapter 11, a review of the empirical, theoretical, and methodological literature 
pertaining to the glass ceiling effect, perceived justice and barriers and facilitators to the 
attainment of leadership positions was presented. The critical analysis of this literature 
identified a gap as it relates to the study of the double impact of race and gender, human 
capital assets, organizational characteristics, perceptions of procedural justice, 
perceptions of distributive justice, and barriers and facilitators to career advancement 
specifically in state and local law enforcement. This literature gap is the impetus for this 
particular study. A theoretical framework to guide this study was developed. Research 
questions were created to be answered, and research hypotheses were developed to be 
tested. The research methods for this study are specified in Chapter 111. 
CHAPTER 111: RESEARCH METHODS 
Research methods used to answer research questions are presented in this chapter. 
The methods were used to investigate the hypothesized relationships among human 
capital assets, demographic characteristics, organizational characteristics, distributive 
justice, procedural justice, perceived facilitators to advancement, perceived barriers to 
advancement, and the attainment of leadership positions in state and local law 
enforcement are presented in this chapter. There are six sections, including the research 
design, population, sampling plan, setting, instrumentation, procedures for data 
collection, ethical considerations of human subjects, methods of data analysis, and 
evaluation of research methods. 
Research Design 
A quantitative, nonexperimental, exploratory (comparative) and explanatory 
(correlational) online survey design was used to ask questions of officers in 75 local and 
county law enforcement organizations in the State of Florida. This design was used to 
answer research questions and test the hypotheses presented in the study. A descriptive 
research design was used to describe characteristics of the sample in terms of all study 
variables in Research Question 1. Research Question 2 was tested using a comparative 
research design, exploring differences in human capital assets, demographic 
characteristics, perceived procedural justice, perceived distributive justice, perceived 
barriers to career advancement, perceived facilitators to career advancement, and 
attainment of leadership positions in local and state law enforcement organizations 
according to organizational characteristics. 
Hypothesis 1 tested the differences in perceived procedural justice, perceived 
distributive justice, perceived barriers to career advancement, perceived facilitators to 
career advancement, and attainment of leadership positions in local and state law 
enforcement organizations according to gender and racial groupings. The explanatory 
(correlational) research design examined different explanatory relationships among 
human capital assets, demographics characteristics, organizational characteristics, 
perceived distributive justice, perceived procedural justice, perceived barriers to career 
advancement, perceived facilitators to career advanced, and the attainment of leadership 
positions (Research Hypotheses 2 through 6). 
A six part, 73-item self-report online survey instrument (see Appendix A) was 
used. Part 1 of the survey, Human Capital Assets and Attainment of Leadership Positions, 
was developed by the researcher. Human Capital Assets are measured by five items. 
They included (a) highest educational level achieved, (b) level of advanced training in 
law enforcement, (c) experience in years, (d) level of knowledge, and (e) tenure in 
current organization. Attainment of Leadership Positions is measured by one item with 
six ranked job titles as response categories. Human Capital Assets are the explanatory 
variables in Hypotheses 2 through 6. Attainment of leadership positions is the dependent 
variable in all hypotheses. 
Part 2 of the survey, Demographic Characteristics include attribute variables of 
race, ethnicity, gender, and age. They are measured by a profile developed by the 
researcher. In Hypothesis 1 and 1, gender is the attribute (causal) variable. In Hypothesis 
1 and 11, race is the attribute (causal) variable. In Hypothesis 1 and 1, both race and 
gender are combined in groups as attribute (causal) variables for comparisons. In 
Hypotheses 5 and 6 all demographic variables are explanatory variables. 
In Part 3 of the survey, the explanatory variable Organizational Characteristics is 
measured by four items developed by the researcher. The items include organizational 
size, state or local affiliation, union affiliation, and promotional process. Organizational 
Characteristics are explanatory variables in Hypotheses 4,5, and 6. 
Procedural and distributive justice is measured in two parts of the survey. In Part 
4, Procedural Justice is measured by six items from Moorman's (1991) Procedural and 
Interactional Justice Scale (1998). In Part V, Distributive Justice is measured by six 
items from Sorensen's (1985) job equity scale known as the Distributive Justice Index. 
The last section of the survey was two parts, Perceived Barriers and Facilitators 
to Career Advancement. In Part 6a, Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement is 
measured by Lyness and Thompson's (2000) Perceived Barriers to Advancement Scale. 
In Part 6b, Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement is measured by the Perceived 
Facilitators to Advancement Scale developed by Lyness and Thompson. Procedural 
justice, distributive justice, and barriers and facilitators to career advancement are 
dependent variables in Hypothesis 1 and they are explanatory variables in Hypotheses 3 
to 6. 
Descriptive statistics were used to answer Research Question 1 to describe the 
characteristics of samples in terms of all variables. Analysis with independent t tests, chi- 
square, and analysis of variance (ANOVA) with post hoc comparisons were used to 
answer Research Question 2 (comparisons according to organizational characteristics). 
Multiple independent t tests were used for gender comparisons to test Hypothesis 1, 
Multiple ANOVA tests with post hoc comparisons using Dunnett's test were used for 
racial category comparisons to test Hypothesis l b  and combined gender and racial 
categories to test Hypothesis 1,. Multiple regression analyses were used to test 
Hypotheses 2 through 6. 
Population, Sampling Plan, and Setting 
Target Population 
The target population consisted of an estimated 2,500 sworn officers in leadership 
positions in state and local law enforcement agencies employing more than 100 law 
enforcement officers in the State of Florida. Agencies containing the target population 
were identified from the FBI's Crime in the United States (2004) publication. Addresses 
and telephone numbers for each agency were obtained via the Florida Blue Book (2006), 
a directory of local, county, state, and federal law enforcement agencies. Those in 
leadership positions must occupy the ranks of sergeant, lieutenant, captain, commander, 
major, assistant chief or chief executive officer (or their equivalent). The 75 agencies in 
the state of Florida employing 100 or more sworn officers have a total number of 27,875 
sworn law enforcement officers (U.S. Department of Justice, 2004). According to the 
U.S. Department of Justice Federal Bureau of Investigations (2005), approximately 9% of 
sworn law enforcement officers are assigned to command level positions in the U.S. This 
is based on span of control (the actual number of commanders needed to effectively 
supervise a given number of sworn officers). This estimate is applied to the state of 
Florida and resulted in the estimated target population of 2,500 sworn officers in 
leadership positions based on an estimated 9% of 27,875 sworn law enforcement officers 
in Florida. 
Accessible Population 
A list of Florida state and local law enforcement organizations with 100 or more 
sworn law enforcement officers was obtained from the U.S. Department of Justice 
(2004). Each agency was contacted using the Florida Blue Book: Law Enforcement 
Directory (2006), which contains contact information for each of these 75 agencies 
including addresses and telephone numbers (see Appendix D). 
A public records request via U.S. mail was made to each agency head to obtain a 
list of e-mail addresses of those individuals in leadership positions from whom data 
would be obtained. The purpose of the research was explained to each department head at 
the time of the initial contact. The list of individuals who met the eligibility requirements 
was less than the estimated 2,500 law enforcement officers that constituted the target 
population. 
Each of the estimated 2,500 law enforcement officers in leadership positions 
received an individual, customized survey invitation (see Appendix G) via e-mail with a 
link to the authorization for voluntary consent form (see Appendix C) and a link to the 
survey (see Appendix G). The content of the e-mail included the invitation to complete 
the online survey and the link to the authorization for voluntary consent and online 
survey. Respondents were asked to copy and paste the link into a browser. The e-mail 
was sent by using the Blind Carbon Copy (Bcc) feature. The e-mail invitations were sent 
without attachments and in plain text format. Because the researcher did not know who 
responded, a follow-up e-mail was sent to the initial wave of eligible participants. 
Sampling Plan 
All officers in the accessible population of sworn law enforcement officers in 
leadership positions at 75 law enforcement organizations with 100 or more sworn law 
enforcements were invited to participate in the survey. A sampling plan was not designed 
to select the law enforcement officers. However, the final data producing sample 
consisted of those Florida law enforcement officers in leadership position in agencies 
with 100 or more sworn law enforcement officers. 
Eligibility Criteria 
This study focuses on the relationships between of human capital assets, 
demographic characteristics, organizational characteristics, perceived procedural justice, 
perceived distributive justice, perceived barriers to career advancement, and perceived 
facilitators to career advancement and the attainment of leadership positions to either D 
chief executive officer, assistant chief, major, commander, captain , lieutenant, and 
sergeants, or equivalent. 
1. The participants in the online survey had to be 19 years or older, the mandatory 
age established by the Criminal Justice Training and Standards Commission for the State 
of Florida to become a certified officer in the State of Florida (Criminal Justice Standards 
and Commission, 2007). 
2. Officers in supervisory and command level positions in law enforcement 
organizations employing more than 100 officers (sergeant level or higher). 
3. Law enforcement officers employed in law enforcement organizations in 
Florida. 
4. Participants are restricted to those officers in supervisory positions that are 
classified as command level positions. These positions include those officers holding the 
rank of sergeant, lieutenant, captain, major, assistant chief, and chief executive officer or 
their equivalent. 
5. Participants must be certified via the state of Florida. 
6. Participants are those officers whose e-mail addresses were provided by their 
agency head. 
7. Participants must be fulltime officers. 
8. Participants must be able to read and write in English. 
Exclusion Criteria 
1. Law enforcement officers who are not in command level or supervisory 
positions, defined as those who do not hold the rank of sergeant or higher. 
2. Law enforcement officers who work for law enforcement agencies that are not 
local or state (i.e., federal law enforcement agencies). 
3. Law enforcement officers who are employed by agencies with fewer than 100 
sworn law enforcement officers. 
4. Law enforcement officers who are classified as reserve or auxiliary. 
5. The participants who are not 19 years or older. 
6. Participants who are not able to read and write in English. 
Sample Size 
Two considerations were made to determine the sample size needed for this study. 
The first was to determine the sample size needed to conduct the data analysis using 
multiple regression analysis and exploratory factor analysis. The second consideration 
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was to determine the sample size needed based on the target population size for the 
purpose of strengthening the external of the study. For data analysis, the sample size 
needed for this study is taken from   re en's (1991) estimate of a sample size for multiple 
regression analysis: n (sample size) = 50 + 8(m), where m is the number of explanatory 
variables. Hypothesis 6 has the most explanatory variables in this study with 26 (see 
Table 3-1). Therefore, the minimum sample size needed to conduct multiple regression 
analysis is n = 50 + 8(26) = 258. 
Table 3-1 
Explanatory Variables in Hypothesis 6 
Type of variables Items 
Human capital assets 5 
Organizational characteristics 4 
Demographic characteristics 4 
Perceived distributive justice 1 
Perceived distributive justice . 1 
Facilitators to career advancement 5 
Perceived barriers to career advancement 6 
For exploratory factor analyses, the sample size needed should be "3 to 20 times 
the number of items in a given scale with absolute ranges from 100 to over 1000" 
(Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2006b, Abstract section, 1). The longest scale, with 47 
items, is the Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement Scale and Perceived Facilitators 
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to Career Advancement Scale. Thus, 3(47) to 20(47) results in a minimum of 141 to a 
maximum of 940 for the sample size to conduct EFA. 
For the estimated 2,500 law enforcement officers that constituted the target 
population, the sample size needed is 341. Beyond a population of 5,000, an adequate 
sample size is 400, "but would be even more confident with a sample of 500" (Gay & 
Airasaub, 2000, p. 135). Thus, considering the sample size needed for statistical analyses 
and based on the size of the population, a range of 258 to 341 would result in an adequate 
sample size. Based on a response rate of 10% and 2,500 surveys distributed, the 
estimated data producing sample is 250, which is less than adequate. A 15% response rate 
would produce an adequate sample sized of 375, and a 20% response rate would produce 
an optional sample size of 500. 
Setting 
The setting for this study was conducted in Florida. The respondents belonged to 
one of the 75 law enforcement agencies employing more than 100 sworn officers. 
However, because this was an online survey, participants completing the survey may 
have done so at their respective organizations' offices or possibly at home. 
Instrumentation 
This study used a six-part survey. The six parts included human capital assets and 
attainment of leadership positions, demographics characteristics, organizational 
characteristics, procedural justice, distributive justice, and perceived barriers and 
facilitators to career advancement. There were 73 questions and it took approximately 20 
minutes to complete. This research was conducted electronically via a website with a 
follow up by e-mail reminder. 
Part 1: Human Capital Assets and Attainment of Leadership Positions 
Part 1 of the survey was developed by the researcher, and contains six fill in the 
blank or multiple choice items organized by Human Capital Assets and the dependent 
variable of Attainment of Leadership Positions. Human capital assets include highest 
educational level achieved, level of advanced training, law enforcement years of 
experience, level of knowledge (basic, moderate, above average, advanced), and number 
of years within organization (tenure). The dependent variable of leadership attainment is 
measured by one multiple choice question that ranks positions ranging from sergeant to 
chief executive officer (see Appendix A, Part 1). 
Part 2: Demographic Characteristics 
Demographic Characteristics of those in leadership positions in local and state 
law enforcement consists of four items which are race, ethnicity, gender, age in years. 
Race and ethnicity items were based on the U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division, 
Special Population Staff (2000). Age and gender questions were developed by the 
researcher (see Appendix A, Part 2). 
Part 3: Organizational Characteristics 
Organizational Characteristics of each law enforcement organization is measured 
in Part 3 with four multiple choice and dichotomous items. These include: organization 
size (number of sworn law enforcement officers), state or local affiliation (municipal, 
county or state), union affiliation (union, none union), and promotional process 
(promotion or appointment). This part of the survey was developed by the researcher (see 
Appendix A, Part 3). 
Part 4: Procedural Justice 
Moorman (1991) developed a measure of Procedural Justice (the perceived 
fairness of the process by which decisions are made) as part of his Procedural and 
International and Justice Scale. The items used to measure procedural justice were based 
on models already developed (Greenberg, 1988; Tyler & Bies, 1990; Leventhal, 1980). 
Items developed to measure the perceptions of the fairness of the interactions 
(interactional justice) specifically focused on interpersonal actions of supervisors when 
making decisions (see Appendix A, Part 4). 
The Procedural and Interactional Justices Scale has a total of 12 items. There are 
six items that measureproceduraljustice and six items that measure interactional justice. 
Only the six items which measure Procedural Justice were used in this study because 
procedural justice rather than interactional justice have been used to uncover perceptions 
of the glass ceiling effect in previous studies (Tai & Sims, 2005). Procedural justice has 
been used independent of interactional justice measures, which are a separate dimension, 
in other studies (Leventhal, 1980). 
Response categories are based on a seven point Likert scale where 1= strongly 
disagree, 2=rnoderately disagree, 3= slightly disagree, 4= neither Agree nor Disagree, 5= 
Slightly Agree, 6= Moderately Agree, and 7= Strongly Agree. There are no reverse 
scored items. This research used six items of the scale related to procedural justice and 
not interactional justice. Higher scores are associated with better perceptions of 
procedural justice. For the six items, the score range is 6 to 42. Items included in the scale 
are related to bias suppression, correctability, accuracy, representativeness, ethicality, 
consistency and representativeness (Moorman, 1991). The mean and standard deviations 
for the procedural justice scale from Moorman's study was 3.88 and 1.37 respectively 
based on a combined sample of 225. 
The internal consistency reliability (Cronbach's alpha) for Moorman's (1991) 
Procedural Justice Scale was .94. In a study by Francis and Barling (2005) an estimate of 
reliability of the same scale was a=.95 using Cronbach's Alpha which showed acceptable 
internal consistency. This is above .70 which is the established minimum (Nunnally, 
1978). Cronbach's alpha of the Procedural Justice scale was examined for this study to 
estimate internal consistency reliability with this study's sample. 
Overall confirmatory factor analysis for Moorman's (2001) Procedural Justice 
scale showed both convergent and discriminate validity (subtypes of construct validity) 
of latent variables in the study. The results were completely standardized. Loadings on 
organizational justice for each item was .67, 30, 34, 37, .90, and .89 respectively. In this 
study, exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the Procedural Justice scale to 
ensure its unidemensionality and further establish construct validity. 
Part 5: Distributive Justice 
Distributive justice refers to the outcome of a decision in employment. An 
employee perceives the outcomes to be fair when the outcomes are equivalent to the 
amount of input (Cobb, 2001). Tai and Sims (2005) adopted Sorensen's (1985) job equity 
scale for their study of The Perception of the Glass Ceiling in High Technology 
Companies which contained six items to address job distributive justice using the 
Distributive Justice Index (see Appendix A, Part 5). The Distributive Justice Index is 
most commonly presented in the Handbook of Organizational Measurement (Price & 
Mueller, 1986). 
One item contained in the index which utilizes a five point rating scale, for 
example, asks "To what extent are you fairly rewarded considering the responsibilities 
that you have? The five categories of response for each item are 1 (Very Unfairly) 2 
(Unfairly), 3 (Undecided), 4 (Fairly), and 5 (Very Fairly). The score range is 6 to 30 for 
the six items. Higher scores are associated with better perceptions of Distributive Justice. 
In the Tai and Sims (2005) study there was a response rate of 45% percent 
representing 3 18 participants. Fifty-six percent were returned by male employees and 
44% by female employees. The mean age was 36 years with a standard deviation of 8.6. 
Cronbach's alpha for Tai and Sim's (2005) study was 0.82. Previous research as 
reported by Tai and Sims in their 1989 stt~dy revealed alphas of 0.95 and 0.94. These 
estimates of internal consistency reliability are within an acceptable range. Cronbach's 
alpha of the Distributive Justice scale was conducted for this study to estimate internal 
consistency reliability with this study's sample. 
Exploratory factor analysis for the Distributive Justice scale showed high factor 
loading values for each item on one factor associated with justice, and all were greater 
than 0.80. Cornmunalities (the proportion of common variance present in each variable) 
representing the multiple correlation between each variable and the factors extracted were 
calculated. The lowest communality was 0.689 and the highest was 0.884 (Sorensen, 
1985). In this study, principle component analysis was conducted on the scale for the 
purposes of further confirming the unidimensional nature of the scale for this study. 
Part 6: Barriers and Facilitators to Career Advancment 
Part 6a: Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement 
This study used a measure of Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement adopted 
from models by Lyness and Thompson (2000). The Perceived Barriers to Career 
Advancement scale has 26 items with a 5-point response structure where 1 (no problem at 
all), 2 (a slightproblem), 3 (a moderate problem), 4 (almost a serious problem), and 5 (a 
very serious problem). The scale is organized into six subscales. Respondents rated each 
of the 26 items on whether the item has been a problem in their personal career 
advancement. The total range of scores for the perceived barriers to career scale is 26 to 
130 where higher scores are associated with more barriers to career advancement. The 
scale is not counterbalanced with positive and negatively worded items. All items 
represent a barrier to career advancement therefore; there is no need to reverse score 
items. 
For the perceived barriers scale, items are organized into six subscales: Lack of 
Culture Fit (seven items, score range 7 to 35), Excluded From Informal Networks (two 
items, score range is 2 to 1 O), Lack of Mentoring (four items, score range is 4 to20), Poor 
Organizational Career Management Processes (three items, score range is 3 to 15), 
Difficulty Getting Developmental Assignments (seven items, score range is 7 to 35), and 
Difficulty Obtaining Opportunities for Geographic Mobility Opportunities (three items, 
score range is 3 to 15). 
Coefficient alphas for each sub scale of Perceived Barriers to Career 
Advancement ranged from .69 to .84, with Difficulty Getting Geographic Mobility 
Opportunities having the lowest and Difficulty Getting Developmental Assignments 
having the highest (Lyness & Thompson, 2000). In the present study, coefficient alphas 
were estimated for the Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement subscales and total 
scale. 
Exploratory factor analysis was not reported in the Lyness and Thompson (2000) 
study. In this study, however, exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the 
Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement scale to examine its multidimensionality and 
establish construct validity. In addition, divergent validity was established by correlating 
the Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement (higher barrier scores are associated with 
more problems in career advancement) and Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement 
@gher facilitators scores are associated with more facilitators to career advancement). 
Therefore, an inverse relationship is expected. 
1 Part 6b: Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement 
This study used a measure of The Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement 
adopted from models by Lyness and Thompson (2000). The Perceived Facilitators to 
=4 Career Advancement scale contains 2 1 items. Respondents rate perceived facilitators to 
their personal career advancement within an organization with a 5-point response 
structure as 1 (not a facilitator), 2 (a slight facilitator), 3 (a moderate facilitator), 4 (a 
somewhat important facilitator), and 5 (a very important facilitator). Items are organized 
into five subscales: Developing Relationships (four items, score range is 4 to 20), 
Managing Own Career (four items, score range is 4 to 20), Mentoring (eight items, score 
range is 8 to 40), Developmental Assignments (four items, score range 4 to 20), and 
Having a Good Track Record, a single item subscale (score range 1-5). 
The total range of scores for the Perceived Facilitators to Advancement scale is 
21 to 105, where lower scores are associated with fewer facilitators to career 
advancement. The scale is not counterbalanced with positive and negative worded items. 
All items are positively worded; therefore, there is no need to reverse score items. Higher 
scores indicate more facilitators to career advancement. 
Coefficient alphas for each subscale of Perceived Facilitators to Career 
advancement scale ranged from .70 (Developing Relationships) to .90 (Mentoring) 
(Lyness & Thompson, 2000). In this present study, coefficient alphas were estimated for 
the Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement subscales and total scale. Exploratory 
factor analysis was not reported in the Lyness and Thompson study. In this present study 
exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the Perceived Facilitators to Career 
Advancement Scale to examine its multidimensionality and establish construct validity. In 
addition, divergent validity was established by correlating the Perceived Barriers to 
Career Advancement (higher barrier scores are associated with more problems in career 
advancement) and Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement (higher facilitators 
scores are associated with more facilitators to career advancement). Thus, an inverse 
relationship was expected. 
Procedures: Ethical Considerations and Data Collection Methods 
This section describes ethical considerations that were taken to protect all 
participants and the data collection process to be used in this study. 
1. The following documents were prepared for the dissertation proposal, defense, 
and review. 
(a) Online survey (Appendix A) 
(b) Survey Monkey policies and agreements (Appendix B) 
(c) Authorization for voluntary consent online (Appendix C) 
(d) List of 75 law enforcement agencies in the State of Florida with 100 or more 
sworn law enforcement officers (Appendix D) 
(e) Letter to chief executive officers of police of 75 agencies informing them of 
future online survey involving their agency and requesting e-mail addresses of eligible 
participants (Appendix E) 
( f )  All permissions to use scales from copyright holders (Appendix F) 
(g) E-mail invitation to potential participants with link to informed consent and 
survey (Appendix G) 
2. Permissions to use instruments in the survey for this study were obtained from 
copyright holders before IRB application submission and data collection. Three requests 
for permission were sent to the original developers of instruments by Lynn University 
Student e-mail (see Appendix F). Permission to reprint the entire Perceived Barriers and 
Facilitators to Career Advancement scales in a published dissertation was not granted by 
the author. 
3. A letter was sent to the respective chiefs of police of the 75 law enforcement 
organizations in the State of Florida identified in the study, for permission allowing 
members of the agency to participate. Agency e-mail addresses were obtained from the 
Florida Law Enforcement Blue Book (2006). The letter informed them of the purpose of 
the study and indicated if they agreed to be participating agencies, upon IRB approval, 
they would be contacted for the email addresses of officers in leadership position (see 
Appendix E). 
4. An online survey was created and placed on a survey website called 
SurveyMonkey.com. This site contained a link to the "Authorization for Voluntary" 
consent information and a link to the survey. Voluntary consent information kcludes 
directions, purpose of the research, procedures for completing the survey, possible risks 
and benefits and statements related to confidentiality and anonymity. Anonymity was 
maintained to the degree permitted by the technology used. The website was not 
accessible until approval was received from the Lynn University Institutional Review 
Board (see Appendix A). 
5. Membership costs for SurveyMonkey.com is $19.99 monthly. An additional 
fee of $9.95 was paid for SSL encryption to encrypt both the survey link and the survey 
pages during transmission. SurveyMonkey.com privacy policy indicates they do not use 
data for their own purposes. Collected data was kept private and confidential (see 
Appendix B). 
6. Following a successful proposal defense, an application for expedited review 
was submitted to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of Lynn University for approval. 
(a) IRB Form 1, Application and Protocol, was submitted to the Lynn University 
Institutional Review Board. 
(b) IRB Form 3, Request for Expedited Review, was submitted to the IRB. 
(c) A request was made to the IRB to waive documentation of a signed consent 
because it was the only identifier. Evidence of authorization for informed consent was by 
the participant's submission of the survey (see Appendix C). 
(d) Upon receiving approval from the IRB, a letter via US mail was sent to the 
chief executive officers of each agency explaining the purpose of the research and 
requesting the e-mail addresses of eligible participants (see Appendix E). 
7. Data collection took place in the following stages: 
(a) The survey went live immediately upon receipt of the email addresses from 
the chief executive officers. 
(b) E-mail addresses were kept confidential. 
(c) A customized survey invitation was sent to the e-mail addresses of officers in 
leadership positions (see Appendix G). The content of the email included the invitation to 
do the online survey, a link to the authorization for voluntary consent, and the online 
survey. Respondents were asked to click on the link or copy and paste the link into their 
browser. 
(d) The e-mail was sent using the Blind Carbon Copy (Bcc) format so that 
participants did not know who else received the invitation. The e-mail was sent without 
attachments, from a personal e-mail address to prevent any viruses or blocking by 
recipients' mail servers. 
(e) The SurveyMonkey.com e-mail List Management tool was not used to ensure 
anonymity of respondents. 
(f) Potential participants read the authorization for voluntary consent before 
beginning the survey. If participants were in agreement with the consent form, they had 
to click the "I agree" button. This directed the participants to a secure webpage that 
contained the survey instrument (see Appendix A). 
8. The researcher recorded the number of potential participants (number of e- 
mails sent) and the actual number of responses and calculated a response rate. 
9. Data collection lasted for 2 months. 
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10. All participants were anonymous to the researcher and data were reported as 
group responses. The website did not record e-mail addresses or personal identification 
information. 
11. SurveyMonkey.com survey closed 2 months after data collection began. 
12. Several months after data collection was complete, the researcher submitted a 
Report of Termination of Project to the Lynn University IRB. 
13. The collected data were accessible in a summary form for 90 days after the 
survey was closed. After this time it was archived and kept secure by SurveyMonkey. 
Data will be destroyed after 5 years by SurveyMonkey. 
14. The data collected were imported into a SPSS spreadsheet and saved 
electronically in a personal computer with security (requiring a password and 
identification). The data will be destroyed after 5 years. 
Based on the following reasons this research study was regarded as ethical: 
1. An IRB application and protocol were submitted for an expedited review. 
2. Approval from Lynn University's IRB ensured that this study adhered to the 
necessary procedures that protect human subject participants pursuant to the Code of 
Federal Regulations, Title 45 CFR Part 46. 
3. E-mail addresses of potential participants were held confidential by the 
researcher. 
4. The researcher was not able to identify any of the participants and anonymity 
was maintained. 
5. Payment was made to SurveyMonkey.com for SSL encryption of both the 
survey link and the survey pages during transmission. SurveyMonkey.com's privacy 
policy indicated they do not use data for their own purposes. Collected data were kept 
private and confidential. After data collection, data were archived and kept secure. 
6. The research involved no more than minimal risk to the participants. 
7. The research did not involve deception and did not employ sensitive 
populations. 
8. Participants were informed and provided an explanation of the purpose of the 
study, procedures, and consent information aims to ensure that participation was 
voluntary. 
9. All data obtained in this study were stored electronically. Computers containing 
the data are protected by passwords. There were no paper copies. 
10. The IRB was notified when the study ended. 
11. All data will be destroyed 5 years after completion of the study. 
Data Analysis 
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 14 was used by the 
researcher to answer research questions, test hypotheses, and provide psychometric 
assessments of the reliability and validity of scales. Internal consistency reliability, 
exploratory factor analysis, descriptive statistics, Pearson r and point-biserial correlation, 
independent t tests, Chi-Square, ANOVA with post hoc comparisons, and stepwise 
multiple regression analyses were used in this study. Before data analysis began, the 
following steps were taken: 
1. Data Coding: All data collected were assigned numeric values for each level of 
the variables. 
2. Exploratory data analysis: Descriptive statistics were computed to determine 
problems within the data and to check the statistical assumptions of parameters which 
were used in the study. 
3. Internal consistency reliability: Scales and subscales used in the survey 
containing multiple items with multiple-point ratings were examined for internal 
consistency reliability. Cronbach's coefficient alphas reliability estimates of 0.70 or 
higher for each scale indicated satisfactory reliability. 
4. Exploratory factor analysis: Exploratory factor analysis was used to identify the 
underlying factors influencing the outcome of measurable response variables (Lu, 2005). 
Exploratory factor analysis was used to explore the correlation among measurable 
variables and to determine whether the relationship could be summarized in a smaller 
number of factors. Factor analysis examined the unidimensionality and multi- 
dimensionality of the scales to establish construct validity. 
5. Convergent and divergent validity of select scales were examined. 
Methods of Data Analysis for Research Questions 
Descriptive statistics were used to answer Research Question 1. Measures of 
central tendency, frequency distributions, and variability were obtained to determine 
characteristics of the variables human capital assets and leadership positions, 
demographic characteristics, organizational characteristics, procedural justice, 
distributive justice, and perceiver barriers and facilitators to career advancement. 
For Research Question 2, to compare differences in the human capital asset, level 
of advanced training, and the demographic characteristics of race, ethnicity, and gender 
according to organizational characteristics of size, state or local affiliation, union 
affiliation, promotional process chi-square tests were used. To compare differences in the 
human capital assets of education, law enforcement experience in years, knowledge, 
tenure in current organization, rank, the demographic characteristics of age, perceived 
procedural justice, perceived distributive justice, perceived facilitators to career 
advancement (five subscales measuring having a good track record, managing own 
career, developing relationships, mentoring, and developmental assignments and 
perceived barriers to career advancement (six subscales measuring lack of culture fit, 
exclusion from informal networks, lack of mentoring, poor organizational career 
management processes, difficulty getting developmental assignments, and difficulty 
obtaining opportunities for geographc mobility) according to organizational 
characteristics of union affiliation and promotional process, independent t tests were 
performed. 
TO compare differences in the human capital assets of education, experience, 
tenure in the organization, knowledge level, rank, the demographic characteristic of age, 
perceived procedural justice, perceived distributive justice perceived barriers to career 
advancement (six subscales), and perceived facilitators to career advancement (five 
subscales) according to the organizational characteristics of size and government 
affiliation independent t and chi-square tests were performed. 
Methods of Data Analysis for Hypothesis Testing 
For Research Hypothesis la, to compare differences in perceived procedural 
justice, perceived distributive justice, perceived barriers to career advancement (six 
subscales measuring lack of culture fit, exclusion from informal networks, lack of 
mentoring, poor organizational career management processes, difficulty getting 
developmental assignments, and difficulty obtaining opportunities for geographic 
mobility), perceived facilitators to career advancement (five subscales measuring having 
a good track record, developing relationships, managing own career, mentoring, and 
developmental assignments), and attainment of leaderships positions according to the 
demographic characteristic of gender (male or female) independent t tests (categorical 
attribute variables and scaled scores for dependent variables) were used. 
For Research Hypothesis lb, to compare differences in perceived procedural 
justice, perceived distributive justice, perceived barriers to career advancement (six 
subscales), perceived facilitators to career advancement (five subscales) and the 
attainment of leaderships positions according to the demographic characteristic of race, 
ANOVA tests with post hoc comparison were performed. 
For Research Hypothesis I,, to compare differences in perceived procedural 
justice, perceived distributive justice, perceived barriers to career advancement (six 
subscales) perceived facilitators to career advancement (five subscales), and attainment 
of leaderships positions according to the demographic characteristics of the racial and 
gender groups (White male, White female, Black male, and Black female), ANOVA tests 
with post hoc comparisons were performed. 
For Research Hypotheses 2 thru 6, separate multiple regression analysis 
(stepwise) were conducted to examine whether significant explanatory relationships 
existed among human capital assets, demographic characteristics, organizational 
characteristics, perceived procedural justice, perceived distributive justice, perceived 
barriers to career advancement, and perceived facilitators to career advancement, and the 
attainment of ldcal and state law enforcement positions. Notations used to test the 
variables in the regression model for the hypotheses in this study follow. 
Y=Attainrnent of leadership positions (rank) 
Human Capital Assets 
X1= Highest Education Level Achieved 
X2= Leve! of Advanced Training 
X3= Law Enforcement Experience in Years 
Xq= Knowledge 
X5= Number of Years (Tenure) in Current Position 
Demographic Characteristics 
X6= Race 
X7= Ethnicity 
Xs= Gender 
X9= Age 
Organizational Characteristics 
Xlo= Size of Organization 
Xll= State or Local Affiliation 
X12= Union Affiliation 
X13= Promotional Process 
Procedural Justice 
XI4= Procedural Justice 
Distributive Justice 
XIS= Distributive Justice 
Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement 
X16=Lack of Culture Fit 
X17= Excluded From Informal Networks 
XI8= Lack of Mentoring 
X19= Poor Organizational Career Management Processes 
XZ0= Difficulty Getting Developmental Assignments 
X21= Difficulty Obtaining Opportunities for Geographic Mobility 
Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement 
X22 Having a Good Track Record 
X23= Developing Relationships 
X24= Managing Own Career 
X25= Mentoring 
XZ6 Developmental Assignments 
Bo= Constant 
EI= error 
For Research Hypothesis 2, that human capital assets (educational level, level of 
advanced training, law enforcement experience, knowledge, tenure in current position, 
and rank) are significant explanatory variables of attainment of local and state law 
enforcement positions in the State of Florida. The notation for the regression model tested 
is: 
For Research Hypothesis 3, that perceived procedural justice, perceived 
distributive justice, and perceived bamers and facilitators to career advancement are 
significant explanatory variables of the attainment of leadership positions in local and 
state law enforcement organizations in the state of Florida, the notation for the regression 
model tested is: 
Y= ~ o + ~ I ~ X I S + ~ X I ~ + ~ I ~ X I ~ + ~ I ~ X I ~ + ~ I ~  X19+b20 X2o+b2i Xz1+bz2X22+ 
b23X23+bz4X24+b25 Xzs+b26X26+b27X27+ &I 
For Research Hypothesis 4, that organizational characteristics (organization size, 
state or local affiliation, union affiliation, promotional process) are significant 
explanatory variables of the attainment of leadership positions in local and state law 
enforcement organizations in the State of Florida, the notation for the regression model to 
test hypothesis 4 is as follows: 
Y=bo+b~ 1x1 I + ~ I ~ X I Z + ~ I ~ X I ~ + ~ I ~ X I ~ +  EI 
For Research Hypothesis 5, that demographic characteristics (race, ethnicity, 
gender, and age) are significant explanatory variables of the attainment of leadership 
positions in local and state law enforcement in the State of Florida, the notation for the 
regression model is as follows: 
Y = ~ O + ~ ~ X ~ + ~ X ~ + ~ ~ X ~ + ~ ~ O X I O + E ~  
For research Hypothesis 6, that human capital assets, demographic characteristics, 
organizational characteristics, procedural justice, distributive justice, and perceived 
barriers and facilitators to career advancement are significant explanatory variables of 
attainment of leadership positions in local and state law enforcement organizations in the 
State of Florida. The notation for the regression model to test hypothesis 6 is as follows: 
Y= bo+ b1Xl+b2X2+b3X3+b4X4+b5X5fb6X~ + I+ 
~ I ~ X I ~ + ~ I ~ X I ~ + ~ I ~ X I ~ + ~ I ~ X I ~ + I ~ X I ~ + ~ I ~ X I ~ + ~ I ~ X I ~ + ~ I  X19+b20 X2o+b21X21+b22X22 
+b23X23+b24X24+b25X2~+b26X26 + EI 
In order to identify variables to enter into the regression models, Pearson r and 
point-biserial correlations were examined for a significant or trend relationship between 
each explanatory variable and the dependent variable prior to conducting multiple 
regression analyses. Furthermore, initial analysis of regression models included 
examining the variance inflation factors (VIF) and Tolerance to determine whether or not 
multicollinearity was a problem. 
Evaluation of Research Methods 
For evaluation of research methods involved in this study, the strengths and 
weaknesses of both internal and external validity of the research methods were examined. 
Validity implies reliability (consistency). Internal validity refers to getting results that 
accurately reflect the concept or construct being measured, or the degree to which the 
operational definition of a variable accurately reflects the variable it is designed to 
measure (Campbell and Stanley, 1963). External validity addresses the question of 
generalizability to other samples or situations or settings (to whom or what can the results 
be generalized). External validity can be distinguished between two types: Population 
validity refers to the ability to generalize results to other populations and ecological 
validity refers to generalizing findings to other conditions, situations, or settings (Brown, 
2000; Polgar & Thomas, 1997). 
Internal Validity 
Strengths 
1. The quantitative, explanatory (correlational) research design used to test 
hypotheses 2 through 6 was stronger than an exploratory comparative research design or 
descriptive design. 
2. Procedures for data analysis were appropriate for answering research questions 
and testing hypotheses which strengthens the internal validity 
3. The appropriate sample size to conduct multiple regression analyses was 
determined using Green's (1991) formula and was adequate to conduct data analyses. 
4. The use of a quantitative research design had higher internal validity than a 
qualitative research design. 
5. The instruments used in the survey were valid and reliable through previous 
empirical research using Cronbach's alpha to establish internal consistency and 
exploratory factor analysis for construct validity. 
Weaknesses 
1. The research design was nonexperimental. 
2. Instruments with no previous validity tests may threaten internal validity. There 
were two in this study-Perceived Barriers and Facilitators to Career Advancement 
(Lyness & Thompson, 2000). 
3. The online survey design via the Internet may have produced a smaller 
response rate for analysis than a mailed survey. 
4. Due to the artificiality of the survey, survey responses in most cases were 
regarded as approximate indicators of the actual answers to questions (Babbie, 2004). 
External Validity 
Strengths 
1. The sampling plan invited the entire target population to participate. 
2. The self report survey was completed by participants in their natural setting 
which reduced the reactive effects that would be present in an experimental design. 
3. The study used a large sample (entire accessible population) which helped with 
representation and subsequent generalizability. 
Weaknesses 
This study used a homogenous target population, where participants were selected 
from local and state law enforcement organizations in one state, the State of Florida. 
Results may not be generalized to law enforcement agencies in other geographic areas. 
Chapter I11 described the research methods that were used to answer research 
questions and test hypotheses about the relationship and differences among human capital 
assets, demographic characteristics, organizational characteristics, procedural justice, 
distributive justice, and perceived barriers and facilitators to career advancement. The 
chapter described the research design, population and sampling, instrumentation, data 
collection procedures, which also includes ethical considerations, and methods of data 
analysis to answer research questions and test hypotheses. Lastly the chapter presented an 
evaluation of the research methods in this study. Chapter N presents the findings. 
CHAPTER IV: RESULTS 
Chapter IV presents the results of the study of the relationships among human 
capital assets, demographic characteristics, organizational characteristics, perceived 
procedural and distributive justice, perceived barriers and facilitators to the attainment of 
leadership positions, and the attainment of leadership positions in law enforcement 
organizations in the State of Florida. SPSS statistical software version 14.0 was used to 
analyze data collected from the online survey. Results of the data analyses used to answer 
research questions and test hypotheses are presented. Measurement scales were tested for 
reliability and validity and are reported. 
Final Data Producing Sample 
Invitation e-mails soliciting participation in the survey were sent to 2,500 law 
enforcement officers holding the rank of sergeant and above in 75 selected state and local 
law enforcement organizations in the state of Florida. Responses from 428 individuals 
were received. Of these, 7 (1.6%) declined to participate in the survey and 128 (29.9%) 
failed to finish the survey in its entirety. Two respondents were from state organizations 
and five identified themselves as American Indian, Asian, or Pacific Islander, too few to 
include in the analysis(see Table 4-1). Therefore, a total of 286 (66.8%) responses were 
used for data analysis procedures. This resulted in an 11.64% overall response rate. 
Table 4-1 
Summaly of Responses to the Online Survey 
Responses n % 
Valid 
Declined to Participate 
Failed to Complete Survey 129 30.1 
Reliability and Validity of Measurement Scales 
Procedural Justice Scale 
Construct validity of the 6-item Procedural Justice Scale was established using 
principal component analysis. All six items loaded on one component with an eigenvalue 
greater than 1. The factor explained 73.94% of the total variance. The factor loadings of 
the six items ranged from 0.80 to 0.93. The single-factor structure of the Procedural 
Justice Scale was established, providing evidence of construct validity. The factor 
loadings of the Procedural Justice Scale are presented in Table 4-2. 
Table 4-2 
Item Factor Loadings for the Procedural Justice Scale 
Item Factor Loading 
6. Accurate information is collected .93 
4. Complete information is collected .9 1 
2. All sides affected by decisions are represented .86 
3.The decisions are applied with consistency .85 
5. Opportunities are provided to appear .80 
1. Requests for clarification and additional information is allowed .80 
The internal consistency reliability of the Procedural'Justice Scale was analyzed 
using Cronbach's coefficient alpha. The coefficient alpha value was 0.93, greater than the 
standard of 0.70 reported by Nunally and Bernstein (1994). The item-total correlations 
and alpha if the item was deleted are presented in Table 4-3. The alpha did not improve 
beyond 0.93 if any item was deleted, so all items were retained. 
Table 4-3 
Corrected Item-Total Correlation of Items on the Pvoceduval Justice Scale 
Item-total Alpha if 
Item Correlation Item Deleted 
6. Accurate information is collected .89 .90 
4. Complete information is collected .86 .9 1 
2. All sides affected by decisions are represented .79 .92 
3. The decisions are applied with consistency .78 .92 
5. Opportunities are provided to appear .72 .93 
1. Requests for clarification and additional information is allowed 
.72 .92 
Distributive Justice Scale 
Construct validity of the 6-item Distributive Justice Scale was established using 
principal component analysis. All six items loaded on one component with an eigenvalue 
greater than 1. The factor explained 81.58% of the total variance. The factor loadings of 
the six items ranged from 0.87 to 0.94. The single-factor structure of the Distributive 
Justice Scale was established, providing evidence of construct validity (see Table 4-4). 
Table 4-4 
Item Factor Loadings for the Distributive Justice Scale 
Item Factor Loading 
4. Reward based on amount of effort put forth 
5. Reward based on work done well 
3. Reward based on experience 
1. Reward based on responsibilities 
2. Reward based on education and training 
6. Reward for stresses and strains of iob 
The internal consistency reliability of the Distributive Justice Scale was analyzed 
using Cronbach's coefficient alpha. The coefficient alpha value was 0.95. The item-total 
correlations and alpha if the item was deleted are presented in Table 4-5. The alpha did 
not improve beyond 0.95 if any item was deleted. Therefore, all items were retained. 
Table 4-5 
Corrected Item-Total Correlation of Items on the Distributive Justice Scale 
Item-total Alpha if 
Item Correlation Item Deleted 
4. Reward based on amount of effort put forth .92 .94 
5. Reward based on work done well .89 I .94 
3. Reward based on experience .88 .94 
1. Reward based on responsibilities .84 .95 
2. Reward based on education and training .83 .95 
6. Reward for stresses and strains of iob .81 .95 
Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement 
The Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement Scale has 26 items organized into 
six subscales: (a) Lack of Culture Fit (seven items), (b) Excluded From Informal 
Networks (two items), (c) Lack of Mentoring (four items), (d) Poor Organizational 
Career Management Processes (three items), (e) Difficulty Getting Developmental 
Assignments (seven items), and (f) Difficulty Obtaining Opportunities For Geographic 
Mobility (three items). Construct validity was tested using principal component analysis. 
.The 26 items loaded on five factors with eigenvalues greater than 1. The five factors 
explained 71.98% of the total variance. The factor loadings of abbreviated items are 
presented in Table 4-6. 
Table 4-6 
10 
Factor 
FactorIItem 1 2 3 4 5  
1 . Difficulty Getting 
... . 2 Lack of opportunities 
... . 6 Difficulty getting access 
... . 5 Difficulty getting access 
3 . Difficulty getting ... 
... . 7 Not being 
1 . Not getting ... 
4 . Not being ... 
2 . Lack of Culture Fit 
5 . Feeling you ... 
... . 3 Felling like 
4 . Not feeling ... 
1 .Feeling pressure . . 
6 . Feeling like ... 
2 . Few role ... 
... . 7 People tend 
3 . Poor Management of Careera 
... . LM2 Not having 
. ...... CM1 Poor career 
. ... LMl Not enough 
. ... LM4 Don't receive 
. ... CM2 Do not know 
. ... LM3 No access 
... . CM3 Unsure how 
4 . Difficulty Obtaining Opportunities for Geographic Mobility 
3 . Difficult getting ... 
1 . Need to gain ... 
2 . Not being considered ... 
5 . Excluded From Informal Networks 
1 . Being excluded ... 
2 . Limited access ... 
"Note: LM = Lack of Mentoring. CM = Poor Organizational Career Management Processes 
b Note: Permission was not granted by developer to reproduce entire scale in published dissertation 
All original items loaded onto four of the original factors (Lack of Culture Fit, 
Excluded from Informal Networks, Difficulty Getting Developmental Assignments, and 
Difficulty Obtaining Opportunities for Geographic Mobility). However, items of the Poor 
Organizational Career Management Processes subscale and the Lack of Mentoring 
subscale loaded on the same factor, reducing the number of factors to five instead of the 
six developed from models by Lyness and Thompson (2000). The new factor was named 
Poor Management of Career. 
Internal consistency reliability was analyzed using Cronbach's coefficient alpha. 
The coefficient alpha values are presented in Table 4-7. The coefficient alpha values of 
the five subscales ranged from 0.88 to 0.95 and the total Perceived Barriers to Career 
Advancement Scale coefficient alpha was 0.95. Lyness and Thompson (2000) reported 
reliabilities for the six scales ranging from 0.69 (Difficulty Getting Geographic Mobility 
Opportunities) to 0.84 (Difficulty Getting Developmental Assignments). The item-total 
correlations and alpha if item deleted statistics for each scale were adequate, with no item 
in any scale deflating or inflatingthe alpha values. 
Table 4-7 
Reliability Values Obtained for Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement Scale and 
Subscales 
- - 
Number of Cronbach's 
Subscale Items Alpha 
1. Difficulty Getting Developmental Assignments 
2. Lack of Culture Fit 
3. Poor Management of Career 
.. - 
4. Difficulty Obtaining Opportunities for Geographic Mobility 3 .93 
5. Excluded From Informal Networks 2 .92 
Total Scale: Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement 26 .95 
Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement Scale 
The Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement Scale contains 21 items 
organized into five subscales: (a) Developing Relationships (four items), (b) Managing 
Own Career (four items), (c) Mentoring (eight items), (d) Developmental Assignments 
(four items), and (e) Having a Good Track Record (one item). Construct validity was 
tested using principal component analysis. The 21 items loaded on four factors with 
eigenvalues greater than 1. The four factors explained 77.30% of the total variance. The 
factor loadings of the 21 abbreviated items are presented in Table 4-8. All items loaded 
on their original factors, with the exception of the single item of Having a Good Track 
Record. This item loaded onto the same factor as the four items of the Developing 
Relationships subscale, reducing the number of factors (and respective subscales) to four 
instead of the five developed from models by Lyness and Thompson (2000). The new 
subscale created from the two original subscales was named Networking. 
Table 4-8 
Item Factor Loadings. for the Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement Scale 
Factor 
FactorIItem 1 2 3 4 
1 . Mentoring 
... . 6 Working for managers 
... 5 . Working for supervisors 
... 2 . Help establishing 
... . 3 Advice on 
... 4 . Having senior mangers 
7 . Information about ... 
... . 1 Moral 
8 . Having ... 
... 2 . Managing Own Career 
. 1 . Initiating your ... 
2 . Initiating moves ... 
3 . Having a clear ... 
... 4 . Taking personal 
3 . Developmental Assignments 
... 3 . Having job assignments 
2 . Breadth of ... 
4 . Early significant ... 
1 . Being offered ... 
4 . Networkinga 
... DR1 . Developing relationships 
... DR2 . Developing informal 
DR3 . Credibility ... 
DR4 . Being ... .60 
GTR 1 . Having a ... .57 
"Note: DR = Developing Relationships, GTR = Having a Good Track Record 
"ate: Permission was not granted by developer to reproduce entire scale in published dissertation 
The internal consistency reliability of the four subscales was analyzed using 
Cronbach's coefficient alpha (see Table 4.9) . The values of the four subscales ranged 
from 0.87 to 0.96 and the total scale value was 0.96. Lyness and Thompson (2000) 
reported reliabilities for the four scales ranging from 0.70 (Developing Relationships) 
to0.90 (Mentoring). The item-total correlations and alpha if item deleted statistics for 
each scale were adequate, with no item in any scale deflating or inflating the alpha 
values. 
Table 4-9 
Reliability Values Obtained for Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement Scale and 
Subscales 
Number of Cronbach's 
Scale/Subscale Items Alpha 
1. Mentoring 8 .96 
2. Managing Own Career 4 .9 1 
3. Developmental Assignments 4 .94 
4. Networking 5 .86 
Total Scale: Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement 2 1 .96 
Determining Divergent Validity 
Two Career Advancement Scales 
Divergent validity is a form of construct. Divergent validity indicates the results 
of one instrument are not correlated too strongly with measurements of another similar, 
but different instrument. It was expected that the scores on the subscales of the Perceived 
Barriers to Career Advancement (higher barrier scores are associated with more 
problems in career advancement) will be negatively correlated (inversely related) with 
the scores on the subscales of the Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement (higher 
facilitator scores are associated with more facilitators to career advancement). Pearson r 
correlations were obtained between the total scores and subscale scores of each scale (see 
Table 4-10). A number of the values obtained were statistically significant for an inverse 
relationship and almost all of the correlations between the two scales were inverse 
relationships. 
Table 4- 10 
Correlation of Perceived Barriers and Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement 
Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement 
Total Scale -.14* -.lo -.15* -.12* -.12* 
Lack of Culture Fit -.12* -.09 -.12* -.lo -.I1 
Excluded from Informal Networks -.01 -.01 -.01 .OO .02 
Poor Management of Career -.la* -.I1 -.12* -.la* -.17* 
Difficulty Getting Developmental 
Assignments -.14* -.I1 -.22* -.09 -.I1 
Difficulty Obtaining Opportunities for 
Geographic Mobility .06 .OO .07 .04 .12* 
* p  < .05 
Leadership Attainment Scale 
Because of the small sample sizes in four of the seven categories of the attainment 
of law enforcement position variable, for comparative and correlational analyses, the 
seven categories were collapsed into five. Therefore, this variable contains five rank 
ordered groups where 5 = CEOIAssistant Chief (n = 26), 4 = MajorICommander (n = 14), 
3 = Captain (n = 22), 2 = Lieutenant (n = 79), and 1 = Sergeant (n = 150). To determine 
convergent and divergent validity of this scale to measure attainment of law enforcement 
position, Pearson r correlations were conducted with age, perceived procedural justice, 
distributive justice, and tenure. The attainment of enforcement position was correlated 
positively with age (r = .25,p < .01) indicating older officers had higher leadership 
positions and with perceived procedural justice (r = .15, p = .01) and distributive justice 
(r  = .25,p < .01), indicating officers in higher positions had better perceptions of 
procedural and distributive justice. These expected relationships provide evidence of the 
divergent validity with the attainment of law enforcement leadershipposition. 
Research Questions 
Research Question 1 
What are the human capital assets, demographic characteristics, organizational 
characteristics, and the perceptions ofprocedural justice, distributive justice, and 
facilitators and barriers of career advancement in local and state law 
enforcement organizations? 
Human Capital Assets 
Human capital assets include highest educational level achieved, level of 
advanced training, law enforcement years of experience, level of knowledge, and number 
of years within organization (see Table 4-1 1). Two thirds of the respondents had at least a 
4-year college degree. More than 70% of the respondents indicated that they had trained 
at another institution other than the FBI or Southern Police Institute. More than 90% of 
the respondents indicated that their knowledge level was above average or advanced. 
Table 4-1 1 
Human Cavital Assets o f  the Resvondents 
Asset n % 
Level of Education Obtained 
High School 
1-3 Years Of College 
Four Year College Graduate 
Professional 
Level of Training 
FBI Administrative Officers Course 
Southern Police Institute 
Other 
Knowledge Level 
Moderate 
Above Average, 
Advanced 
Tenure and experience of the respondents are presented in Table 4-12. The 
officers indicated that they had at least 5 years of experience, with an average of 20.6 
years. They have been with their current organization between 1 and 35 years, with an 
average of 18.6 years. 
Table 4-12 
Human Capital Assets of the Respondents-Experience and Tenure 
Asset Range M SD 
Years of Experience 5-38 20.58 6.75 
Years Within Current Organization 1-35 18.62 6.96 
Demographic Characteristics 
Age, race, ethnicity, and gender of the respondents are presented in Table 4-13. 
The majority of the respondents were White (79%). Fewer than 5% of the respondents 
indicated that they were Hispanic. One in every five respondent was female. The age of 
the respondents ranged from 26 to 65 with an average age of 44.7 years (SD = 6.79). 
Table 4- 13 
Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents 
Characteristic n % 
Race 
White 226 79.0 
African American 60 21.0 
Ethnicity 
Hispanic 11 3.8 
Not Hispanic 275 96.2 
Gender 
Male 228 79.7 
Female 58 20.3 
Organizational Characteristics 
The characteristics of the organization are presented in Table 4-14. Most of the 
officers were in organizations of 250 or more employees (70%) and were employed by 
county governments (55%). Most officers reported that they were affiliated with a union 
(85%) and that they were promoted (94%) instead of appointed (6%). 
Table 4-14 
Organizational Characteristics of the Respondents 
Characteristic n % 
Size of the Organization 
100-149 26 9.1 
150-199 44 15.4 
200-249 16 5.6 
250 or More 200 69.9 
Affiliation 
Municipal 131 45.8 
County 155 54.2 
Union affiliation 
Unionized 246 86.0 
Nonunionized 40 14.0 
Promotion Process 
Promotion 269 94.1 
Appointment 17 5.9 
Perceptions of Procedural and Distributive Justice and Facilitators and Barriers of 
Career Advancement 
The range, means, and standard deviations of all scales are presented in Table 4- 
15. Respondents indicated a moderate perception of Procedure Justice and Distributive 
Justice. Their average responses to the Facilitators and Barriers of Career Advancement 
scales showed a perception of moderate facilitation and few barriers. 
Table 4- 15 
Ranges, Means, and Standard Deviations of the Perceptions of Procedural and 
Distributive Justice and Facilitators and Barriers to Career Advancement 
Possible Range of 
Scale Responses M SD 
Procedure Justice 
(Higher scores are associated with better 
perceptions of Procedural Justice) 6-42 28.42 9.34 
Distributive Justice 
(Higher scores are associated with better 
perceptions of Distributive Justice) 6-30 20.51 
Facilitators of Career Advancement 
(Higher scores indicate more Facilitators of Career Advancement) 
Mentoring 8-40 25.04 
Managing Own Career 4-20 14.24 
Developmental Assignments 4-20 13.69 
Networking 5-25 18.54 
Total 21-105 71.52 
Barriers of Career Advancement 
(Higher scores are associated with more barriers to career advancement) 
Difficulty Getting Developmental 
Assignments 7-35 14.69 7.15 
Lack of Culture Fit 7-35 15.27 6.56 
Poor Management of Career 7-35 15.44 6.85 
Difficulty Obtaining Opportunities for 
Geographic Mobility 3-15 4.42 2.88 
Excluded From Informal Networks 2-10 3.62 2.17 
Total 26-1 19 53.43 20.25 
Research Question 2 
Are there differences in human capital assets, demographic characteristics, and 
the perceptions ofprocedural justice, distributive justice, and facilitators and 
barriers of career advancement according to organizational characteristics of 
local and state law enforcement organizations? 
Differences in Type of Advanced Training by Organizational Characteristics 
There were significant differences in the type of advanced training by government 
affiliation (x2 = 1 5 . 3 5 , ~  < .01) and union affiliation (x2 = 5 . 7 6 , ~  = .02). Officers 
employed by county governments or affiliated with unions were more likely tohave 
received training somewhere other than at the FBI or at the Southern Police Institute (see 
Table 4-16). Significant differences were found in the type of advanced training by 
promotion process (x2 = 11.1 7 ,  p < .01). Officers with appointed positions were more 
likely to have received advanced training from the FBI or the Southern Police Institute, 
while those who obtained their jobs through promotion were more likely to have received 
their training from other institutions, schools, or organizations and not the FBI or the 
Southern Police Institute. 
An independent t  test analysis of advanced training by organization size was 
conducted. Significant differences in organization size were found between the types of 
advanced training ( t  = 3.67, p < .01). Respondents who received their advanced training 
at the FBI or Southern Police Institute were in significantly smaller organizations (M= 
2.99) than those who received their training elsewhere (M= 3.52). 
Table 4- 1 6 
Advanced Training by Organizational Characteristics 
Advanced training 
FBIISouthern 
Other Training Police Institute 
n YO n % Y P 
Government Affiliation 
Municipal 
County 
Union Affiliation 
Union 
Nonunion 
Promotion process 
Promotion 
Aaaointment 
Differences in Education, Years of Experience, Years within Current Organization, 
Knowledge Level, and Attainment of Leadership Position by Organizational 
Characteristics 
Respondents with no union affiliation reported more years within the current 
organization than those with union affiliation (see Table 4-17). Those with appointed 
positions had more years of experience within the current organization than those 
promoted. Respondents in municipal organizations reported more years of experience 
than those in county organizations. Promoted respondents reported a significantly higher 
knowledge level than respondents appointed to their position. However, those appointed 
to their position are in significantly higher leadership positions than those in promoted 
positions. Respondents in municipal organizations reported significantly higher 
leadership positions than did the respondents in county organizations did. Respondents in 
appointed positions had significantly more education. 
Table 4-17 
Differences in Education, Years of Experience, Years Within Current Organization, 
Knowledge Level, and Attainment of Leadership Position by Union Affiliation, Promotion 
Process, and Government Affiliation 
AssetIOrganizational Characteristic n M t P 
Education 
Union Affiliation -1.46 .15 
Union Affiliation 246 2.85 
Nonunion Affiliation 40 3.05 
Promotion Process -3.49 < .Ol 
Promotion 269 2.84 
Appointment 17 3.53 
Government Affiliation 1.92 .06 
Municipal 131 2.98 
County 155 2.79 
Years of Experience 
Union Affiliation 
Union Affiliation 
Nonunion Affiliation 
Promotion Process 
Promotion 
Appointment 
Government Affiliation 
Municipal 
County 
Years Within Current Organization 
Union Affiliation 
Union Affiliation 
Nonunion Affiliation 
Promotion Process 
Promotion 
Appointment 
Government Affiliation 
Municipal 
County 
Knowledge Level 
Union Affiliation 
Union Affiliation 
Nonunion Affiliation 
Promotion Process 
Promotion 
Appointment 
Government Affiliation 
Municipal 
County 
Table 4-1 7 Continued 
Asset/Organizational Characteristic n M t P 
Attainment of Leadership Position (5= CEO/Assistant Chief; I =Sergeant) 
Union Affiliation -1.65 .10 
Union Affiliation 246 1.87 
Nonunion Affiliation 40 2.23 
Promotion Process -5.74 < .01 
Promotion 269 1.82 
Appointment 17 3.53 
Government Affiliation 2.83 < .Ol 
Municipal 131 2.15 
County 155 1.73 
The relationship between the human capital assets of education, experience, 
knowledge level, years of experience, and attainment of leadership position and 
organizational size was measured by Pearson r correlations (see Table 4-18). The only 
significant inverse relationship was found between the attainment of leadership position 
and organizational size (r = -.22,p < .01), indicating that respondents in smaller 
organizations were more likely to be in higher leadership positions. 
Table 4- 1 8 
Relationship between Human Capital Assets and Organizational Size 
Variables Pearson r P 
Education -.01 .87 
Experience .06 .29 
Knowledge Level .02 .69 
Years Within Organization .06 .28 
Attainment of Leadership Position (5= CEO/Assistant Chief; 1 =Sergeant) -.22 < .Ol 
Demographic Characteristics by Organizational Size 
The relationship between age and organizational size was measured by a Pearson 
r correlation. There was no significant relationship between the two variables (r = .07, p 
= .26). Age and organizational size were not related to each other in this sample of 
respondents. The results of independent t test analyses of the demographic characteristics 
of race, ethnicity, and gender by organizational size are presented in Table 4-19. A 
significant difference was found between White and Afncan American respondents. 
African American respondents reported working in organizations that are larger than the 
organizations in which Whites work. However, there were no significant differences 
found between males and females or Hispanic and not Hispanic respondents. 
Table 4- 19 
Race, Ethnicity, and Gender by Organizational Size 
Demographic Characteristic n M t P 
Race -2.06 .04 
White 226 3.31 
African American 60 3.58 
Ethnicity <.01 .99 
Not Hispanic 275 3.36 
Hispanic 11 3.36 
Gender -1.34 .18 
Male 228 3.32 
Female 58 3.52 
Race, Ethnicity, and Gender by Government Affiliation, Union Affiliation, and 
Promotion Process 
Chi-square analyses of the distribution of respondents' race, ethnicity, and gender 
did not find significant differences by government affiliation (see Table 4-20). There 
were no differences in the proportion of Hispanic and not Hispanic or male and female 
respondents in the different government organizations. 
Table 4-20 
Demographic Characteristics by Government AfJiliation 
Government Affiliation 
Municival County 
Characteristic n YO n % x2 P 
Race 4.76 .03 
White 111 84.7 115 74.2 
African American 20 15.3 40 25.8 
Ethnicity 3.34 .07 
Hispanic 8 6.1 3 1.9 
Not Hispanic 123 93.9 152 98.1 
Gender 1.11 .29 
Male 
Female 
Chi-square analyses of the distribution of respondents' race, ethnicity, and gender 
found significant differences by union affiliation (see Table 4-21). There were no 
differences in the proportion of Hispanic and not Hispanic or male and female 
respondents by union affiliation. However, more African Americans reported being 
employed in union organizations (23%) than in nonunion organizations (8%). 
Table 4-21 
Demographic Characteristics by Union Affiliation 
Union Affiliation 
Union Nonunion 
Characteristic n % n % x2 P 
Race 5.10 .02 
White 189 76.8 37 92.5 
African American 57 23.2 3 7.5 
Ethnicity 
Hispanic 11 4.5 0 0.0 
Not Hispanic 235 95.5 40 100.0 
Gender 
Male 195 79.3 33 82.5 
Female 51 20.7 7 17.5 
Chi-square analyses of the distribution of respondents by race, ethnicity, and 
gender did not find significant differences by promotion process (see Table 4-22). There 
were no differences in the proportion of White and African American, Hispanic and not 
Hispanic, or male and female respondents in positions that were by promotion or by 
appointment. 
Table 4-22 
Demographic Characteristics by Promotion Process 
Promotion process 
Characteristic 
Promotion Appointment 
n % n % x2 P 
Race 
White 
African American 
Ethnicity 
Hispanic 
Not Hispanic 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
The results of independent t test analyses of the demographic characteristic of age 
by union affiliation, promotion process, and government affiliation are presented in Table 
4-23. There were no significant differences in age between the different organizational 
characteristics. 
Table 4-23 
Differences in Age by Union AfJiliation, Promotion Process, and Government Afiliation 
Organizational characteristic n M t P 
Union Affiliation -1.20 .23 
Union Affiliation 246 44.50 
Nonunion Affiliation 40 45.88 
Promotion Process -1.09 .28 
Promotion 269 44.58 
Appointment 17 46.41 
Government Affiliation 1.43 .15 
Municipal 131 45.31 
State 155 44.17 
Relationships between Perceptions of Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice, 
Facilitators of Career Advancement, Barriers of Career Advancement and 
Organizational Characteristics 
Table 4-24 presents the results of the Pearson r correlation analyses to determine 
if there were relationships between Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice, perceived 
Facilitators of Career Advancement, and perceived Barriers of Career Advancement and 
organization size. There were no significant relationships between the variables. 
Table 4-24 
Relationship between Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice, Facilitators to Career 
Advancement, Barriers to Career Advancement and Size of Organization 
Variables Pearson r P 
Procedural Justice -.01 .94 
Distributive Justice .07 .25 
Barriers to Career Advancement 
Lack of Cultural Fit -.05 .40 
Excluded from Informal Networks -.02 .79 
Poor Management of Career -.05 .42 
Difficulty Obtaining Opportunities for Geographic Mobility -.04 .47 
Difficulty Getting Developmental Assignments -.04 .46 
Facilitators to Career Advancement 
Networking 
Managing Own Career 
Mentoring 
Developmental Assignments -.01 .88 
The results of independent t test analyses of the perceptions of Procedural Justice 
and Distributive Justice and Facilitators and Barriers of Career Advancement by union 
affiliation are presented in Table 4-25. Significant differences were found in respondents' 
perceptions of Procedural Justice by union affiliation. Respondents in nonunion 
organizations perceived higher Procedural Justice than respondents in union 
organizations did. There were no significant differences in Distributive Justice or the 
facilitators and barriers of career advancement based on union affiliation. 
Table 4-25 
Differences in Procedural and Distributive Justice and Facilitators and Barriers to 
Career Advancement by Union AfJiliation 
Means 
Non 
Union union 
Subscale n = 246 n = 4 0  t P 
Procedural Justice 27.97 3 1.23 -2.06 .04 
Distributive Justice 20.68 19.45 1.17 .24 
Facilitators 
Networking 18.51 18.78 -.30 .76 
Managing Own Career 14.25 14.23 .03 .98 
Mentoring 24.09 24.68 .24 .81 
Developmental Assignments 13.72 13.50 .27 .78 
Barriers 
Lack of Cultural Fit 15.35 14.75 .54 .59 
Excluded from Informal Networks 3.61 3.63 -.03 .98 
Difficulty Getting Developmental 
Assignments 14.83 13.83 .82 .41 
Difficulty Obtaining Opporhmities for 
Geographic Mobility 4.50 3.98 1.06 .29 
Poor Management of Career 15.52 14.90 .53 .59 
The results of independent t test analyses of the perceptions of Procedural Justice 
and Distributive Justice and Facilitators and Barriers of Career Advancement by 
promotion process are presented in Table 4-26. A significant difference in perceptions of 
Networking, Mentoring, and Developmental Assignments was found. In each case, 
appointed respondents reported a higher perception of the facilitators than those who 
were promoted. There were no further significant differences in the perceptions of 
barriers and facilitators to career advancement, or Procedural Justice or Distributive 
Justice between those respondents who have positions through promotion and those 
respondents who have positions through appointment. 
Table 4-26 
Differences in Procedural and Distributive Justice and Facilitators and Barriers to 
Career Advancement by Promotion Process 
Means 
Promotion Appoint 
Subscale n = 269 n =  17 t P 
Procedural Justice 28.16 32.59 -1.91 .06 
Distributive Justice 20.51 20.59 -.04 .97 
Facilitators 
Networking 18.43 20.35 -2.20 .04 
Managing Own Career 14.20 15.00 -.69 .49 
Mentoring 24.81 28.53 -2.19 .04 
Developmental Assignments 13.56 15.76 -2.62 .02 
Barriers 
Lack of Culture Fit 15.11 17.65 -1.55 .12 
Excluded From Informal Networks 3.58 4.18 -1.10 , .27 
Difficulty Getting Developmental 
Assignments 14.64 15.34 -.40 .69 
Difficulty Obtaining Opportunities for 
Geographic Mobility 4.41 4.71 -.42 .68 
Poor Management of Career 15.42 15.76 -.20 .84 
The results of independent t test analyses of the perceptions of Procedural Justice 
and Distributive ~ust ice and Facilitators and Barriers of Career Advancement by 
government affiliation are presented in Table 4-27. There were no significant differences 
in the perceptions of the Facilitators and Barriers to Career Advancement or Procedural 
and Distributive Justice between those respondents who are employed by municipal 
governments and those respondents who are employed by county governments. 
Table 4-27 
Differences in Procedural and Distributive Justice and Facilitators and Barriers to, 
"" 
Career Advancement by Governmental Affiliation 
Means . . . ...-.
Subscale Municipal County t P 
Procedural Justice 28.11 28.69 -.53 .60 
Distributive Justice 21.03 20.07 1.31 .19 
Facilitators 
Networking 18.84 18.30 .89 .38 
Managing Own Career 14.46 14.06 .71 .48 
Mentoring 25.21 24.88 .27 .79 
Developmental Assignments 14.06 13.38 1.20 .23 
Barriers 
Lack of Culture Fit 15.31 15.23 . l l  .91 
Excluded From Informal Networks 3.38 3.81 -1.68 .09 
Difficulty Getting Developmental 
Assignments 14.73 14.65 .09 .93 
Difficulty Obtaining Opportunities for 
Geographic Mobility 4.25 4.56 -.92 .36 
Poor Management of Career 15.62 15.28 .41 .68 
Research Hypotheses 
Research Hypothesis 1 
African American women perceive signz3cantly less procedural justice, less 
distributive justice, fewer facilitators, and greater barriers to career 
advancement, and attain fewer local and state law enforcement leadership 
positions than other racial and gender groups. 
Hypothesis HI, 
HI,: Women perceive significantly less procedural justice, less distributive 
justice, fewer facilitators and greater barriers to career advancement, and attain 
fewer leadership positions in local and state law enforcement organizations than 
men attain. 
For Research Hypothesis la, 14 independent t tests were used and results are 
presented in Table 4-28. The only significant difference was for the Barrier to Career 
Advancement subscale of Lack of Cultural Fit, where females reported more barriers than 
males did. There were no further significant differences between males and females. 
Because only one of the 14 t tests was significant, Hypothesis I,, that women perceive 
significantly less procedural justice, less distributive justice, fewer facilitators and greater 
barriers to career advancement, and attain fewer leadership positions in local and state 
law enforcement organizations than men attain was partially supported. 
Table 4-28 
Dzfferences in Procedural and Distributive Justice, Facilitators and Barriers to Career 
Advancement, and Attainment of Law Enforcement Position by Gender 
Means 
Scales and Subscales 
Range of 
Possible Male Female 
Scores n = 228 n = 58 t 
Procedural Justice 
Distributive Justice 
Barriers to Career Advancement 
Lack of Cultural Fit 
Excluded from Informal 
Networks 
Difficulty Getting Developmental 
Assignments 
Difficulty Obtaining 
Opportunities for Geographic 
, Mobility 
Poor Management of Career 
Total Scale 
Facilitators to Career Advancement 
Networking 
Managing Own Career 
Mentoring 
Developmental Assignments 
Total Score 
Law Enforcement Position 
Hypothesis Hlb 
Hlb: African Americans perceive significantly less procedural justice, less 
distributive justice, fewer facilitators and greater barriers to career advancement, 
and attain fewer leadership positions in local and state law enforcement than other 
racial groups. 
For Research Hypothesis lb, 14 t tests were performed on all scales and subscales 
(see Table 4-29). Significant differences (p  < .05) were found between White and African 
American respondents on four of the five barriers to career advancement (Lack of 
Cultural Fit, Excludedfrom Informal Networth, DifJiculty Getting Developmental 
Assignments, and DifJiculty Obtaining Opportunities for Geographic Mobility). In all 
cases, African American respondents reported more barriers and more total barriers than 
White respondents did. However, African Americans reported significantly higher 
facilitators in Mentoring and a trend toward a perception of more total facilitators than 
White respondents did. Therefore, Research Hypothesis lb was partially supported. 
African Americans perceived significantly greater barriers to career advancement than 
other racial groups. 
Table 4-29 
Differences in Procedural and Distributive Justice, Facilitators and Barriers to Career 
Advancement, and Attainment of Law Enforcement Position by Race 
Means 
Range of African 
Possible White American 
Scales and Subscales Scores n = 225 n = 60 t P 
Procedural Justice 
Distributive Justice 
Barriers to Career Advancement 
~ a i k  of Cultural Fit 
Excluded from Informal Networks 
Difficulty Getting Developmental 
Assignments 
Difficulty Obtaining Opportunities 
for Geographic Mobility 
Poor Management of Career 
Total Scale 
Facilitators to Career Advancement 
Networking 
Managing Own Career 
Mentoring 
Developmental Assignments 
Total Score 
Law Enforcement Position 
Hypothesis HI, 
HI,: There will be higher perceptions of procedural justice, distributive justice, 
facilitators to career advancement, fewer barriers to career advancement, and 
more leadership positions in local and state law enforcement organizations as 
follows: White males>Afr-ican-American males>White females>African- 
American females. 
For Research Hypothesis I,, 14 one-way ANOVA tests were performed. AS 
hypothesized, White males perceived fewer barriers to career advancement than the other 
groups. However, African American males perceived the most barriers to career 
advancement in four of the five barriers (Lack of Cultural Fit, Exkludedfrom Informal 
Networks, Difficulty Getting Developmental Assignments, and Poor Management of 
Career) and White and African American females were in the middle of the range on the 
same four barriers. They did not perceive the most barriers as was hypothesized. 
Dijjjculty Obtaining Opportunities for Geographic Mobility, the fifth barrier, was 
perceived by African American females as the most difficult, with African American 
males reporting higher barriers than White males and females. 
Significant differences or trends were found on four of the five barriers and on 
total barriers. In each case, White males perceived significantly fewer barriers than 
African American males. Considering the subscale, Lack of Cultural Fit, White males 
perceived significantly fewer barriers than all other groups. The hypothesized order of the 
groups was partially supported-White males perceived fewer barriers than the other 
groups; however, the hypothesized order of the remaining groups was not supported. 
The results of the analyses for Facilitators of Career Advancement found that 
African American males reported more facilitators than the other groups on three of the 
four subscales (Networking, Mentoring, and Developmental Assignments) and on the total 
facilitators scale. On the remaining subscale, Managing Own Career, African American 
females reported more facilitators. However, only one significant difference was found 
on the ANOVA results. African American males perceived significantly more facilitators 
to Mentoring than the other three groups. The hypothesized order of the groups was not 
supported for Facilitators of Career Advancement. 
Although no significant differences were found, African American females 
reported better perceptions of Procedural Justice and Distributive Justice than the other 
three groups of respondents. White females had lower perceptions on these two scales. 
Again, this was not in the hypothesized order. 
African American males and White females reported higher attainment of law 
enforcement positions. White males were in third position and African American females 
were last. The position of African American females is as hypothesized. The results of 
the analyses are presented in Table 4-30. 
Table 4-30 
Differences in Procedural and Distributive Justice, Facilitators and Barriers to Career 
Advancement, and Attainment of Law Enforcement Position by Race and Gender 
Scales and subscales n M F P Post hoca 
Procedural Justice (Hizher scores are associated with better 
. - 
perceptions ofProcedura1 Justice) .89 .45 
1. White male 193 28.65 
2. AGican American male 35 29.00 
3. White female 33 25.97 
4. African American female 25 29.12 
Distributive Justice (Higher scores are associated with better 
perceptions of Distributive Justice) .2 1 .89 
1. White male 193 20.42 
2. African American male 35 20.54 
3. White female 33 20.30 . 
4. &can American female 25 2 1.44 
Total Barriers To Career Advancement 
(Higher scores indicate more barriers to career advancement) 4.73 <.01 1 < 2  
1. White male 193 50.63 
2. African American male 35 63.34 
3. White female 33 56.48 
4. African American female 25 57.12 
Lack of Cultural Fit 8.04 <.Ol 1 < 2,3,4 
1. White male 193 14.01 
2. Mican  American male 35 18.45 
3. White female 33 17.30 
4. African American female 25 17.84 
Excluded from Informal Networks 2.51 .06 1 < 2  
1. White male 193 3.42 
2. African American male 35 4.49 
3. White female 33 3.73 
4. African American female 25 3.76 
Difficulty Getting Developmental Assignments 2.60 .05 1 1 2  
1. White male 193 14.03 
2. African American male 35 17.60 
3. White female 33 15.12 
4. African American female 25 15.12 
Difficulty Obtaining Opportunities for Geographic Mobility 7.55 <.01 1,3 < 2,4 
1. White male 193 4.06 
2. African American male 35 5.80 
3. White female 33 3.82 
4. African American female 25 6.12 
Table 4-30 Continued 
Scales and subscales n M F P Post hoca 
Poor Management of Career 1.26 .29 
1. White male , 193 15.12 
2. African American male 35 17.00 
3. White female 33 16.52 
4. African American female 25 14.28 
Total Facilitators (Higher scores indicate more Facilitators of 
Career Advancement) 1.92 .13 
1. White male 193 70.46 
2. African American male 35 79.40 
3. White female 33 69.27 
4. African American female 25 71.64 
Networking 1.22 .30 
1. White male 193 18.32 
2. African American male 35 20.06 
3. White female 33 18.21 
4. African American female 25 18.68 
Managing Own Career .42 .74 
1. White male 193 14.09 
2. African American male 35 14.31 
3. White female 33 14.33 
4. &can American female 25 15.20 
Mentoring 3.76 <.Ol 2 > 1,3,4 
1. White male 193 24.42 
2. African American male 35 30.34 
3. White female 33 23.55 
'Note: Post hoc comparisons significant a tp < .05 
The hypothesized order of the groups in their perceptions of Procedural and 
Distributive Justice and the barriers and facilitators to career advancement was not found 
in the analyses. In many cases, African American males perceived more barriers than 
African American females, but reported more facilitators than the other groups. However, 
although not significant, African American females did report lower rank than the other 
three groups. Research Hypothesis 1, was not supported by the analyses. 
Research Hypothesis 2 
Human capital assets are signiJicant explanatory variables of attainment of local 
and state law enforcement leadershippositions in the State of Florida. 
To test Hypothesis 2, Pearson r correlation, point-biserial correlation, and 
stepwise multiple regression analysis were used to examine whether human capital assets 
are significant explanatory variables of the attainment of leadership position. Training 
(O=other training, l=FBI/Southern Police Institute) is a dichotomous variable. Because 
point-biserial correlation is mathematically equivalent to the Pearson r correlation 
analysis, Table 4-3 1 contains the correlations for all variables. All five of the Human 
Capital Assets (attribute variables) were significantly and positively correlated with the 
dependent variable. These relationships, in order from strongest to weakest, were training 
(rpb = .41), education (r = .40), (experience (r = .3 I), knowledge level (r  = .27), and years 
within the organization ( r  = .12). 
Table 4-3 1 
Correlations between the Attainment of Local and State Law Enforcement Leadership 
Positions and Human Capital Assets 
Human Capital Asset Correlation P 
Training .41b < .01 
Education .40a < .Ol 
Experience .3 1 a < .Ol 
Knowledge Level .27 a < .Ol 
Years Within Organization .12a <.05 
a Pearson r 
Point Biserial 
Stepwise linear regression was used to test significant variables in Hypothesis 2. 
Five Human Capital Asset variables (training, education, experience, knowledge level, 
and years within the organization) were identified. The variables were entered according 
to value of the Pearson r correlation, starting with the strongest and ending with the 
weakest. This produced the model with the highest explanatory power. Multicollinearity 
was not an issue. The Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) and tolerance were within 
acceptable ranges. A tolerance of .49 to .93 was above the established standard of .  10 and 
the VIF ranged from 1.07 to 2.04 which were below the established standard of 10. 
Four significant models were produced from the regression analysis (see Table 4- 
32). Model 4, with four Human Capital Assets (training, education, experience, years in 
organization), was the best explanatory model to explain attainment of leadership 
position (F = 32 .98 ,~  < .01) having the highest R2 value of .32 and an adjusted R2 of .3 1. 
Each variable, as it entered into the regression equation, contributed to the R2. The first 
variable to enter the equation, training, contributed 17% of the variance in the dependent 
variable. Education contributed an additional 9%; experience contributed 5% more; and 
finally, years in the organization contributed an additional 1% of the variance in the 
dependent variable. Therefore, 3 1 % (adjusted R2) of the variation in the dependent 
variable can be explained by the four Human Capital Assets in the model. 
The contribution by each explanatory variable was significant (as expressed by 
the t-test results in Table 4-32). The t statistic in Model 4 was significant for training (t = 
5 . 5 5 , ~  < .01), education (t = 5 . 7 4 , ~  < .01), experience (t = 4 .80 ,~  < .01), and years in 
the organization (t = - 2 . 3 2 , ~  = .02). The order of importance of the predictor variables in 
explaining attainment of leadership position according to the standardized Beta 
coefficients (P) were from most to least important, experience (!3 = .34), training (P = 
.29), education (P = .29), and years in organization (P = -.16). According to the findings, 
Hypothesis 2 was supported. Human Capital Assets (training, education, experience, and 
years in the organization) are significant explanatory variables of attainment of leadership 
position. The best explanatory model found was: 
Attainment of leadership position = (-.36) + .79 (training) + .45 (education) + .06 
(experience) - .02 (years in organization) + e 
The explanatory model indicates that if a respondent received training at the FBI 
or Southern Police Institute a value of .79 was added to the predicted leadership position. 
For each level of education, a respondent received .45 and for each year of experience, a 
respondent received .06. The negative regression coefficient for years in the organization 
indicates that for each year in the organization, a value of .02 is subtracted. Therefore, a 
respondent who received training at the FBI or the Southern Police Institute (value = I), 
with a college degree (value = 3), 25 years of law enforcement experience, and 20 years 
in the current organization would receive a predicted leadership position of 
2.88 = (-.36) + .79(1) + .45(3) + .06(25) - .02(20) 
A law enforcement officer with training somewhere other than at the FBI or the Southern 
Police Institute (value = 0) with some college (value = 2), 20 years of law enforcement 
experience, and 15 years in the current organization and would receive a predicted 
leadership position of 
1.44 = (-.36) + .79(0) + .45(2) + .06(20) - .02(15) 
Considering that the attainment of leadershp position is scaled from 1 (Sergeant) 
to 5 (CEO/Assistant Chic?, receiving training from the FBI or the Southern Police 
Institute, possessing a college or professional degree, and accruing more years of 
experience predicts a higher level of leadership. The negative regression coefficient for 
years in current organization, although small, may indicate that tenure in the organization 
is not as valued as the other Human Capital Assets. 
The failure of the fifth Human Capital Asset to enter the regression equation may 
be attributed to the large sample size (n = 286) in the study, which produced significant, 
but low correlations between the predictor variables and the dependent variable. It may 
also be attributed to the partial correlations among the remaining dependent variables as 
significant predictors were built into the final regression model. 
Table 4-32 
Multiple Regression Analysis of Human Capital Assets Explaining Attainment of Law 
Enforcement Position 
R' R? 
Model B SE B t P F Change R' Adjusted 
1 Constant 1.60 .08 19.83 < .01 
Training 1.13 .15 .41 7.54 < .01 
56.88 
(< .01) .17 .17 .16 
2 Constant .26 .24 1.11 .27 
Training .91 .15 .33 6.25 < .01 
Education .48 .08 .31 5.92 < .01 
49.34 
(< .01) .09 .26 .25 
3 Constant -.48 .29 -1.69 .09 
Training .81 .14 .29 5.66 < .01 
Education .46 .08 .30 5.75 < .01 
Experience .04 .01 .22 4.41 < .Ol 
41.52 
(< .01) .05 .31 .30 
4 Constant -.36 .29 -1.26 .21 
Training .79 .14 .29 5.55 < .01 
Education .45 .08 .29 5.74 < .01 
Experience .06 .01 .34 4.80 < .01 
Years in Organization -.02 .O1 -.I6 -2.32 .02 
32.98 
Research Hypothesis 3 
Perceived procedural justice, perceived distributive justice, and perceived 
barriers and facilitators to career advancement are signijkant explanatory 
variables of the attainment of leadershippositions in local and state law 
enforcement organizations in the State of Florida. 
To test Hypothesis 3, Pearson r correlation and stepwise multiple regression 
analysis were used to examine whether perceived Procedural and Distributive Justice 
and Perceived Barriers and Facilitators to Career Advancement are significant 
explanatory variables of the attainment of leadership position. Pearson r correlation 
analysis was conducted on the attainment of leadership position with these 11 variables 
(see Table 4-33). Six of the variables had significant positive relationships with the 
attainment of leadership position. These relationships, in order from strongest to weakest, 
were Distributive Justice (r = .25), four Facilitators to Career Advancement 
(Developmental Assignments [r = .23], Networking [r = .20], Managing Own Career [r = 
.20], and Mentoring [r = .15]), and Procedural Justice (r  = .15). The positive correlatiori 
of these significant predictor variables with the dependent variable (attainment of law 
enforcement position) indicates that as the respondents' position increased, so did their 
perceptions of Distributive and Procedural Justice and the Facilitators to Career 
Advancement. 
Stepwise linear regression was used to test significant variables in Hypothesis 3. 
Six explanatory variables (Distributive Justice, four Facilitators to Career Advancement 
[Developmental Assignments, Networking, Managing Own Career, and Mentoring], and 
Procedural Justice) were indentified. The variables were entered according to the value 
of the Pearson r correlation, starting with the strongest and ending with the weakest. This 
produced the model with the highest explanatory power. Multicollinearity statistics were 
examined. The Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) was 1.1 1 for both variables and the 
tolerance was .90 for both variables. 
Table 4-33 
Correlations between the Attainment of Local and State Law Enforcement Leadership 
Positions and Perceived Procedural Justice, Perceived Distributive Justice, and 
Perceived Barriers and Facilitators to Career Advancement 
Variables Pearson r P 
Distributive Justice 
Procedural Justice 
Baniers to Career Advancement 
Difficulty Getting Developmental Assignments .08 .17 
Lack of Cultural Fit -.04 .55 
Excluded from Informal Networks .05 .43 
Poor Management of Career -.01 .84 
Difficulty Obtaining Opportunities for Geographic Mobility .01 .89 
Facilitators to Career Advancement 
Developmental Assignments .23 < .Ol 
Networking .20 < .Ol 
Managing Own Career .20 < .Ol 
Mentoring .15 .O 1 
Two significant models were produced from the regression analysis (see Table 4- 
34). Model 2, with two explanatory variables (Distributive Justice and Facilitators to 
Career Advancement [Developmental Assignments]), was the best explanatory model to 
explain attainment of leadership position (F = 13.14, p < .01) having the hlghest R2 value 
of .09 and an adjusted R2 of .08. Each variable, as it entered into the regression equation, 
contributed to the R2. The first variable to enter the equation, Distributive Justice, 
contributed 6% of the variance in the dependent variable. The Facilitators to Career 
Advancement (Development Assignments) contributed an additional 3% of the variance in 
the dependent variable. Therefore, 8% (adjusted R ~ )  of the variation in the dependent 
125 
variable of leadership attainment can be explained by the explanatory variables of 
Distributive Justice and Facilitators to Career Advancement (Developmental 
Assignments) in the model. 
Table 4-34 
Multiple Regression Analysis of Perceived Distributive Justice and Perceived 
Facilitators to Career Advancement Explaining Attainment of Law Enforcement Position 
R2 R' 
Model B SE P t P F Change R' Adjusted 
1 Constant .91 .25 3.63 < .01 
Distributive Justice .05 .01 .25 4.27 < .01 
18.22 
(< .01) .06 .07 .06 
2 Constant .53 .28 1.87 .06 
Distributive Justice .04 .01 .19 3.22 < :01 
Facilitator of Career Advancement 
Developmental 
Assignments .04 .02 .17 2.76 < .01 
13.14 
(< .01) .03 .09 .08 
The t statistic in the final model was significant for Distributive Justice (t = 3.22, 
p < .01) and Facilitators to Career Advancement (Developmental Assignments [t = 2.76, 
p < .01]). The order of importance of the predictor variables in explaining attainment of 
leadership position according to the standardized Beta coefficients (P) were from most 
important-Distributive Justice (p = .19) to least important-Facilitators to Career 
Advancement (Developmental Assignments, P = .17). Distributive Justice and one 
Facilitator to Career Advancement (Developmental Assignments) were significant 
explanatory variables of attainment of leadership position. Procedural Justice and 
Perceived Barriers were not significant explanatory variables of attainment of leadership 
position. Therefore, the hypothesis was partially supported. The best explanatory model 
found was: 
Attainment of leadership position = .53 + .04 (Distributive Justice) + .04 
(Facilitators to Career Advancement-Developmental Assignments) + e 
The explanatory model indicates that respondents' perceived scores on the 
Distributive Justice and Facilitators to Career Advancement (Developmental 
Assignments) scales were multiplied by a factor of .04. Therefore, higher scores on the 
scales indicate higher leadership positions. If a respondent had the average score (see 
Table 4-35) for each of the two scales, a predicted leadership position would be 
The failure of other Facilitators to Career Advancement and Procedural Justice 
to enter the regression equation may be attributed to the large sample size (n = 286) in the 
study, which produced significant, but low correlations between the predictor Variables 
and the dependent variable. It may also be attributed to the partial correlations among the 
remaining dependent variables as significant predictors were built into the final 
regression model. 
Table 4-35 
Correlations between the Attainment of Local and State Law Enforcement Leadership 
Positions and Organizational Characteristics 
Variables Correlation P 
Promotion Process .32 < .01 
Organization Size -.22 a < .Ol 
Government Affiliation - . 1 7 ~  <.Ol 
Union Affiliation .I0 .10 
a Pearson r 
Point Biserial 
Research Hypothesis 4 
Organizational characteristics are signiJicant explanatory variables of the 
attainment of leadershippositions in local and state law enforcement 
organizations in the State ofFlorida. 
To test Hypothesis 4, Pearson r correlation, point-biserial correlation, and 
stepwise multiple regression analysis were used to examine whether Organizational 
Characteristics are significant explanatory variables of the attainment of leadership 
position. Government affiliation (municipal=O, county=l), union affiliation (nonunion=O, 
union=l), and promotion process (promotion=O, appointment=l) are dichotomous, 
dummy variables. Because point-biserial correlation is mathematically equivalent to the 
Pearson r correlation analysis, Table 4-35 contains the correlations for all variables and 
the attainment of leadership position. Three of the four organizational variables were 
significantly correlated with the attainment of leadership position. These relationships, in 
order from strongest to weakest, were promotion process (rpb = .32), organization size (r  
= -.22), and government affiliation (rpb = -.17). Therefore, respondents in smaller, 
municipal organizations (value = 0), where the promotion process is appointment (value 
= 1) are more likely to have higher leadership positions. 
Stepwise linear regression was used to test significant variables in Hypothesis 4. 
The variables were entered according to value of the Pearson r correlation, starting with 
the strongest and ending with the weakest. This produced the model with the highest 
explanatory power. Multicollinearity was not an issue. The Variance Inflation Factor 
(VIF) and tolerance were within acceptable ranges. The Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) 
was 1.01 for both variables and the tolerance was .99 for both variables. The VIF was 
below the established standard of 10 and the tolerance range was over the established 
standard of. 10. 
Two significant models were produced from the regression analysis (see Table 4- 
36). Model 2, with two explanatory variables (promotion process and organization size), 
was the best explanatory model to explain attainment of leadership position (F = 23.23, p 
< .01) having the highest R2 value of .14 and an adjusted R2 of .14. Each variable, as it 
entered into the regression equation, contributed to the R'. The first variable to enter the 
equation, promotion process, contributed 10% of the variance in the dependent variable. 
Organization size contributed an additional 4% of the variance in the dependent variable. 
Therefore, 14% (adjusted R') of the variation in the dependent viriable can be explained 
by the two organizational explanatory variables in the model. 
Table 4-36 
Multiple Regression Analysis of Organizational Characteristics Explaining Attainment of 
Law Enforcement Position 
R? R' 
Model B SE P t P F Change R' Adjusted 
1 Constant 1.82 .07 25.12 < .01 
Promotion Process 1.71 .30 .32 5.74 < .01 
32.98 
(< .01) .10 .10 .10 
2 Constant 2.61 .24 11.04 < .01 
Promotion Process 1.62 .29 .31 5.53 < .01 
Organization Size -.23 .07 -.I9 -3.49 < .01 
23.23 
(< .01) .04 .14 .14 
The t statistic in Model 2 was significant for promotion process (t = 5 . 5 3 , ~  < .01) 
and organization size (t = -3.49, p < .01). The order of importance of the predictor 
variables in explaining attainment of leadership position according to the standardized 
Beta coefficients (B) were from most important (promotion process, p = .3 1) to least 
important (organization size, p = -. 19). Hypothesis 4 was supported. Organizational 
Characteristics (organizational size and promotion process) are significant explanatory 
variables of attainment of leadership positions in local and state law enforcement 
organizations in the State of Florida. The best explanatory model found was 
Attainment of leadership position = 1.82 + 1.62 (promotion process) - .23 
(organization size) + e 
The explanatory model indicates that if a respondent is in an organization that has 
an appointment process (value = I), a value of 1.62 was added to the predicted leadership 
position. However, as the respondents' organization size increases, a value of .23 is 
subtracted from the predicted leadership position. Therefore, a respondent in an 
organization with 100 to 149 members (value = 1) that has an appointment promotion 
process (value = 1) would receive a predicted leadership position of 
3.21 = (1.82) + 1.62(1) - .23(1) 
A respondent in an organization with 200-250 members (value = 3) with no appointment 
process would receive a predicted leadership position of 
1.13 = (1.82) + 1.62(0) - .23(3) 
The failure of other Organizational Characteristics to enter the regression 
equation may be attributed to the large sample size in the study, which produced 
significant, but low correlations between the predictor variables and the dependent 
variable. It may also be attributed to the partial correlations among the remaining 
dependent variables as significant predictors were built into the final regression model. 
Research Hypothesis 5 
Demographic characteristics are signiJicant explanatory variables of the 
attainment of leadershippositions in local and state law enforcement 
organizations in the State of Florida. 
To test Hypothesis 5, Pearson r correlation, point-biserial correlation, and 
regression analysis were used to examine whether race, ethnicity, gender, and age are 
significant explanatory variables of the attainment of leadership position. Race (White=O, 
Afican American=l), ethnicity (not Hispanic=O, Hispaniol), and gender (male=O, 
female=l) are dichotomous, dummy variables. Because point-biserial correlation is 
mathematically equivalent to the Pearson r correlation analysis, Table 4-37 contains the 
correlations for all variables with the attainment of leadership position. One variable, age, 
had a significant relationship with the attainment of leadership position (r  = .25), 
indicating that older respondents had higher leadership positions. 
Table 4-37 
Correlations between the Attainment of Local and State Law Enforcement Leadership 
Positions and Demographic Characteristics 
Variables Correlation P 
Age 
Ethnicity 
Gender 
Race . O l b  .85 
" Pearson r 
Point Biserial 
Simple linear regression was used to test the one significant Demographic 
Characteristic variable in Hypothesis 5 (See Table 4-38). Collinearity statistics were not 
examined because there was only one variable. The model was significant (F = 18.34, p < 
.01). R2 and adjusted R2 was .06. Therefore, 6% of the variation in the dependent variable 
can be explained by age in the model. The t statistic in the model was significant for age 
( t  = 4 . 2 8 , ~  < .01). The standardized Beta coefficient was P = .25. According to the 
findings, Hypothesis 5 was supported. One Demographic Characteristic (age) was a 
significant explanatory variable of attainment of leadership position in local and state law 
enforcement organizations in the State of Florida. Older respondents are more likely to 
have higher leadership positions.. The best explanatory model found was attainment of 
leadership position = -.I3 + .05 (age) + e 
Table 4-3 8 
Regression Analysis of Demographic Characteristics Explaining Attainment of Law 
Enforcement Position 
R? 
Model B SE 0 t P F ~ b d j u s t e d  
- - ~ - 
Constant -.I3 .48 -.26 .79 
Age .05 .01 .25 4.28 < .01 
18.34 
(< .01) .06 .06 
Research Hypothesis 6 
Human capital assets, demographic characteristics, organizational 
characteristics, procedural justice, distributive justice, and perceived barriers 
and facilitators to career advancement are sign$cant explanatoly variables of 
attainment of leadershippositions in local and state law enforcement 
organizations in the State of Florida. 
To test'Hypothesis 6,  the significant variables resulting from Pearson r or point- 
biserial correlations with attainment of leadership position found in Hypotheses 2 through 
5 were entered into a stepwise linear regression (see Table 4-39). Fifteen variables were 
found to be significantly correlated with the dependent variable. Five Human Capital 
Assets and one Demographic Characteristic were significantly correlated, indicating a 
positive relationship between higher leadership positions and age, a higher knowledge 
level, and more training, education, experience, and years in the current organization. 
Three Organizational Characteristics were found to be significantly related to 
leadership position. Appointed respondents in smaller municipal organizations were more 
likely to be in higher leadership positions. Procedural Justice and Distributive Justice 
were also sighificantly correlated with the dependent variable. Those respondents in 
higher leadership positions reported higher perceptions on these two scales. The four 
Facilitators to Career Advancement subscales were also found to be significantly 
correlated with leadership position, indicating a positive relationship between higher 
leadership positions and higher, positive perceptions of Developmental Assignments, 
Networking, Managing Own Career, and Mentoring. 
Table 4-39 
Significant Correlations Between the Attainment of Local and State Law Enforcement 
Leadership Positions and Human Capital Assets, Demographic Characteristics, 
Organizational Characteristics, Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice, and Facilitators 
to Career Advancement 
Variable Correlation P 
Human Capital Assets 
Training .41b < .01 
Education .40a < .01 
Experience .31a < .01 
Knowledge Level .27a < .Ol 
Years Within Organization .12a <.05 
Demographic Characteristics 
Age 
Organizational Characteristics 
Promotion Process 
Organization Size 
Government Affiliation 
Procedural Justice . 15a .01 
Distributive Justice .25a < .Ol 
Facilitators to Career Advancement 
Developmental Assignments 
Networking 
Managing Own Career 
Mentoring .15" .O 1 
a Pearson r 
Point Biserial 
Fifteen explanatory variables were entered according to value of the Pearson r 
correlation, starting with the strongest and ending with the weakest. This produced the 
model with the highest explanatory power. Multicollinearity was not an issue. The 
Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) and tolerance were within acceptable ranges. The range 
of the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) was 1.01 to 2.06. The tolerance ranged from .49 to 
.99. The VIF was below the established standard of 10 and the tolerance range was over 
the established standard of. 10. 
Seven significant models were produced from the regression analysis (see Table 
4-40). Model 7, with seven explanatory variables (Human Capital Assets of training, 
education, years in current organization, and years of experience, Distributive Justice, 
and Organizational Characteristics of promotion process and organization size), was the 
best explanatory model to explain attainment of leadership position (F = 3 1.98, p < .01), 
having the highest R2 value of .45 and an adjusted R2 of .43. Each variable, as it entered 
into the regression equation, contributed to the R2. The first variable to enter the equation, 
the Human Capital Assets variable of training, contributed 17% of the variance in 
leadership position. Education, another Human Capital Assets variable, contributed an 
additional 9%; Distributive Justice contributed 6% more; a third Human Capital Assets 
variable, years of experience, contributed 4%; the Organizational Characteristics of 
promotion process and organization size contributed another 4% and 3%, respectively; 
and, finally, years in the current organization, another Human Capital Assets, contributed 
1%. Therefore, 43% (adjusted R2) of the variation in the dependent variable can be 
explained by the seven explanatory variables in the model. 
The t statistic in Model 7 was significant for training (t = 4 . 4 0 , ~  < .01), education 
(t = 5 . 7 8 , ~  < .01), Distributive Justice (t = 5 . 5 4 , ~  < .01), experience (t = 5 . 3 0 , ~  <.01), 
promotion process (t = 4 . 2 3 , ~  < .01), organization size (t = -3 .85 ,~  < .01), and years in 
current organization (t = 2 . 5 5 , ~  = .01). The order of importance of the predictor variables 
in explaining attainment of leadership position according to the standardized Beta 
coefficients (p) were from most important to least important: experience (p = .34), 
education (p = .27), Distributive Justice (P = .25), training (P = .22), promotion process 
(p = .20), organization size (P = -.I-8), and years in the current organization (P = -.16). 
Table 4-40 
Multiple Regression Analysis of Human Capital Assets, Demographic Characteristics, 
Organizational Characteristics, Procedural Justice, and Distributive Justice Explaining 
Attainment of Law Enforcement Position 
R' R' 
Model B SE P t P F Change R' Adjusted 
1 Constant 1.60 .08 19.83 < .Ol 
Training 1.13 .15 .41 7.54 < .01 
56.88 
(< .01) .17 .17 .16 
2 Constant .26 .24 1.11 .27 
Training .91 .15 .33 6.25 < .01 
. Education .48 .08 .31 5.92 < .01 
49.34 
(< .01) .09 .26 .25 
3 Constant -.80 .31 -2.60 .O1 
Training .92 .14 .33 6.59 < .01 
Education .49 .08 .32 6.22 < .01 
Distributive Justice .05 .01 .25 5.16 < .01 
44.77 
(< .01) .06 .32 .32 
4 Constant -1.49 .34 -4.44 < .Ol 
Training .82 .14 .30 5.99 < .01 
Education .46 .08 .30 6.06 < .01 
Distributive Justice .05 .01 .25 5.19 1 .01  
Experience .04 .01 .22 4.44 < .01 
40.74 
(< .01) .04 .37 .36 
5 Constant -2.38 .39 -6.06 < .01 
Training .74 .14 .27 5.50 <.01 
Education .41 .08 .27 5.50 1 .01  
Distributive Justice .05 .01 .25 5.31 < .01 
Experience .03 .01 .21 4.36 <.01 
Table 4-40 Continued 
R' R? 
Model B SE p t P F Change R' Adjusted 
Promotional Process 1.03 .25 .20 4.08 < .O1 
37.74 
(< .01) .04 .40 .39 
6 Constant -1.72 .42 -4.08 < .01 
Training .62 .14 .22 4.54 < .01 
Education .43 .07 .28 5.83 < .01 
Distributive Justice .05 .01 .26 5.68 < .01 
Experience .04 .01 .23 4.86 1.01 
Promotion Process .98 .25 .18 3.95 < .Ol 
Organization Size -.22 .06 -.I8 -3.87 < .01 
35.52 
(< .01) .03 .43 .42 
7 Constant -1.63 .42 -3.91 < .01 
Training .59 .13 .22 4.40 < .01 
Education 
Distributive Justice 5.78 < .01 
Experience .42 .07 .27 5.54 < .01 
Promotion Process 
'05 .O1 '25 5.30 <.Ol 
Organization Size 
'06 '01 '34 4.23 < .Ol 
1.04 .25 .20 
Years in -.21 .06 -.I8 3 1.98 
Organization -.03 .01 -.I6 2.55 .01 (1.01) .01 .45 .43 
---------
Hypothesis 6 was partially supported. Human Capital Assets, Demographic 
Characteristics, Organizational Characteristics, and Distributive Justice were found to 
be significant explanatory variables of attainment of leadership positions in local and 
state law enforcement organizations in the State of Florida. However, neither Procedural 
Justice nor any Facilitators or Barriers to Career Advancement were found to be 
significant explanatory variables. The best explanatory model found was 
Attainment of leadership position = -1.63 + .59 (training) + .42 (education) 
+ .05 (Distributive Justice) + .06 (experience) + 1.04 (promotion process) 
- .21 (organization size) - .03 (years in current organization) + e 
The explanatory model indicates that if a respondent received training at the FBI 
or Southern Police Institute a value of .59 is added to the predicted leadership position. 
For each level of education, a respondent receives .42, and a score on the Distributive 
Justice scale is multiplied by a factor of .05. For each year of experience, a respondent 
receives .06. A respondent in an organization where appointments are made receives 
1.04. The negative regression coefficient for organization size indicates that the larger the 
organization the possibility of higher leadership diminishes. In addition, the negative 
regression coefficient for years in the organization indicates that for each year in the 
organization, a value of .02 is subtracted. Therefore, a respondent who received training 
at the FBI or the Southern Police Institute (value = I), with a college degree (value = 3), a 
high score on the Distributive Justice Scale (highest score = 30), 25 years of law 
enforcement experience, in a small organization (100-149 members, value = 1) with an 
appointment process (value = I), and 20 years in the current organization would receive a 
predicted leadership position of 
3.45 = -1.63 + .59 (1) + .42 (3) + .05 (30) + .06 (25) + 1.04 (1) - .21 (1) - .03 (20) 
However, a law enforcement officer with training somewhere other than at the 
FBI or the Southern Police Institute (value = 0) with a college degree (value = 3), an 
average score on the Distributive Justice Scale (M = 20), 20 years of law enforcement 
experience, in a larger organization (200-249 members, value = 3) with a promotion 
process (value = O), and 5 years in the current organization would receive a predicted 
leadership position of 
1.05 = -1.63 + .59 (0) + .42 (3) + .05 (20) + .06 (20) + 1.04 (0) - .21 (3) - .03 (5) 
Considering that the attainment of leadership position is scaled from 1 (Sergeant) 
to 5 (CEO/Assistant Chiej), receiving training from the FBI or the Southern Police 
Institute, possessing a college or professional degree, accruing years of experience, 
having a high perception of Distributive Justice, and being in a smaller organization with 
an appointment process predicts a higher level of leadership. The negative regression 
coefficient for years in current organization, although small, may indicate that tenure in 
the organization is not as valued as other variables. 
In Chapter IV, descriptive statistics of the sample and psychometric measure of each of 
the scales used in this research were presented. Research questions were answered and 
hypotheses were analyzed. A discussion of the findings, which include a summary and 
interpretations, implications, conclusions, and recommendations for future study, will be 
presented in Chapter V. 
CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION 
Presented in Chapter V is a discussion of the results reported in Chapter IV. This 
study examines the relationship among human capital assets, demographic 
characteristics, organizational characteristics, procedural justice, distributive justice, and 
perceived barriers and facilitators to career, and the attainment of leadership positions in 
state and local law enforcement organizations in the State of Florida. 
The specific purpose of this non-experimental, exploratory (comparative) and 
explanatory (correlational) online survey research were to (a) describe the human capital 
assets, demographic characteristics, organizational characteristics, procedural justice, 
distributive justice, perceived barriers and facilitators to career advancement and the 
attainment of leadership positions in local and state law enforcement organizations in the 
State of Florida (b) to determine if there are differences in human capital assets, 
demographic characteristics, organizational characteristics, procedural justice, 
distributive justice, and perceived barriers and facilitators to career advancement and the 
attainment of leadership positions in local and state law enforcement organizations in the 
State of Florida according to organizational characteristics (c) to determine whether there 
are differences in human capital assets, demographic characteristics, organizational 
characteristics, perceived distributive justice, procedural justice, perceived barriers to 
career advancement and perceived facilitators to career advancement and the attainment 
of leadership positions according to race and gender within local and state law 
enforcement organizations in the State of Florida (d) to determine if human capital 
assets, demographic characteristics, organizational characteristics, procedural justice, 
distributive justice, and perceived barriers and facilitators to career advancement are 
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significant explanatory variables of the attainment of leadership positions within local 
and state law enforcement organizations in the State of Florida. A fifth purpose was to 
contribute to the empirical validity of Cotter, Hermsen, Ovadia , and Vanneman's (2001) 
criterion based glass ceiling propositions of the glass ceiling effect. 
Two research questions and six hypotheses with sub hypotheses were 
developed and tested. This study used an online survey research design. The 
six-part online survey contained 72 items. Part 1 of the survey, measuring 
Human Capital Assets, contained five items. The five items were highest 
educational level, level of advanced training, law enforcement experience in 
years, kriowledge level, and tenure within the organization. Part 2, Demographic 
Characteristics, contained four items: race ethnicity, gender, and age. 
Organizational Characteristics, of each law enforcement organizations are 
measured in Part 3. The items contained in this part are organization size, state 
or local affiliation, union affiliation, and promotional process. 
Part 4 of the survey, which measures Procedural Justice, utilize six 
items from the Procedural and Interactional Justice Scab developed by 
Moorman (1991). Part 5 measures Distributive Justice and utilizes the 
Distributive Justice Index Scale developed by Price and Mueller (1996). The 
scale contains six items. Perceived Barriers and Facilitators to Career 
Advancement is nieasured in Parts 6a and 6b of the survey. The Perceived 
Barriers and Facilitators to Career Advancement Scale was developed by 
Lyness and Thompson (2000). Part 6a: Perceived Barriers to Career 
Advancement contains 26 items. Part 6b: Perceived Facilitators to Career 
Advancement contained 21 items. 
Attainment of Leadership Positions was measured with a single-item scale 
created by the researcher. The Leadership Attainment Scale originally 
contained a single item with seven responses about the rank attained by each 
participant within law enforcement organizations. Because of small sample 
sizes in four of the seven categories of the attainment of leadership positions 
variables, the seven responses were collapsed into five for comparative and 
correlational analyses. 
Prior to answering the research questions and testing hypotheses, reliability and 
validity analyses were conducted on each of the five scales. Chapter V begins with the 
summary and interpretations of the findings followed by the practical implications, 
conclusions, limitations, and recommendations for future study. 
Summary and Interpretations 
Data Producing Sample 
Approximately 1500 e-mail invitations were sent to full time law enforcement 
officers holding the rank of sergeant and above in 75 state and local law enforcement 
organizations within the State of Florida whose chief executive officer provided e-mail 
addresses. There were 428 officers participating. Two hundred and ninety three valid 
responses were received. Two respondents were from state organizations and five 
identified themselves as American Indian, Asian, or Pacific Islander, too few to include 
in the analysis. Therefore, a total of 286 (68%) responses were used for data analysis 
142 
procedures. The geographic location of the departments whose chief executive officers 
provided e-mail addresses ranged from southern Miami- Dade County to the northern 
Duval County. Forty of the sixty-seven counties in the State of Florida were represented. 
Law enforcement organizations within the western and eastern portion of the State of 
Florida also provided email addresses. 
Psychometric Evaluation of Measures 
Procedural Justice Scale: Reliability and Validity 
Procedural Justice in this study was measured using the Procedural Justice Scale 
(Moorman, 1991). Construct validity of the 6-item Procedural Justice Scale was 
established using principal component analysis. All six items loaded on one component 
with an eigenvalue greater than 1. The factor explained 73.94% of the total variance. The 
factor loadings of the six items ranged from 0.80 to 0.93. The single-factor structure of 
the Procedural Justice Scale was establiihed, providing evidence of construct validity. 
The internal consistency reliability of the Procedural Justice Scale was analyzed 
using Cronbach's coefficient alpha. The coefficient alpha value for the scale was 0.93, 
greater than the standard of 0.70 reported by Nunally and Bernstein (1994). The alpha did 
not improve beyond 0.93 if any of was deleted. All six items were retained. 
The results in this study are consistent with those in the Moorman (1991) study 
where confimatory factor analysis for each item in the Procedural Justice Scale was 
above 30. The coeeficient alpha value in the Moorman study was greater than .90 as 
well. Similar findings are reported in an earlier study by (Folger & Greenberg, 1985). 
Because the high factor loadings for each of the items and coeeficiant alpha values 
greater than the established standard, evidence of construct validity and internal 
consistency reliability is provided. 
Distributive Justice Scale: 
Distributive Justice was measured using the 6-item Distributive Justice Scale 
adopted,form the Distributive Justice Index (Price & Mueller, 1996). Construct validity 
was established using principle component analysis all six items loaded on one 
component with and eigenvalue greater than 1. The factor analysis explained 81 35% of 
the total variance. The factor loadings for the six items rangedfrom 0.87 to 0.94. this is 
consistent with previous research by Tai and Sim's (2005) who used the Distributive 
Justice Scale exploratory factor analysis showed high factor loadings for one factor as 
well which was associated with justice and all were greater than 0.80. 
Internal consistency reliability was analyzed using Cronbach's coefficient alpha 
which was 0.96. The alpha did not improve beyond 0.95 if any item was deleted. 
Cronbach's coefficient alpha in this study improved beyond that in the Tai and Sims 
(2005) study which was 32.  
Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement Scale: Reliability and Validity 
The Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement Scale was measured using the 
Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement Scale (Lyness &Thompson,2000) which 
contained 26 items organized into six subscales: (1) Lack of Culture Fit (seven items), (2) 
Excluded From Informal Networks (two items), (3) Lack of Mentoring (four items), (4) 
Poor Organizational Career Management Processes (three items), (5) Difficulty Getting 
Developmental Assignments (seven items), and (6) Difficulty Obtaining Opportunities 
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For Geographic Mobility Opportunities (three items). Construct validity was tested using 
principal component analysis. The 26 items loaded on five factors with eigenvalues 
greater than 1. The five factors explained 72.34% of the total variance. 
All original items loaded onto four of the original factors (Lack of Culture Fit, 
Excluded from Informal Networks, Difficulty Getting Developmental Assignments, and 
Difficulty Obtaining Opportunities for Geographic Mobility Opportunities). However, 
items 6f the Poor Organizational Career Management Processes subscale and the Lack of 
Mentoring subscale loaded on the same factor, reducing the number of factors to five 
subscales instead of the six developed from models by Lyness and Thompson (2000). 
The new factor was named Poor Management of Career. The revised Perceived Barriers 
to Career Advancement Scale using the four original subscales and the new Poor 
Management of Career subscale were used to answer research questions and test 
hypotheses. The coefficient alpha values of the five subscales ranged from 0.88 to 0.95 
and the total Perceived Barriers to Career Advancement Scale coefficient alpha was 0.95 
which were higher than that reported by Lyness and Thompson (2000) reported liabilities 
for the six subsLales ranging from 0.69 to 0.84. 
Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement 
Lyness and Thompson's (2000) perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement 
Scale was also used in this study. The Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement 
Scale contains 21 items organized into five subscales: (a) Developing Relationships (four 
items), (b) Managing Own Career (four items), (c) Mentoring (eight items), (d) 
Developmental Assignments (four items), and (e) Having a Good Track Record (one 
item). Construct validity was tested using principal component analysis. The 21 items 
loaded on four factors with eigenvalues greater than 1. The four factors explained 77.54% 
of the total variance. All items loaded on their original factors, with the exception of the 
single item of Having a Good Track Record. This item loaded onto the same factor as the 
four items of the Developing Relationships subscale, reducing the number of factors (and 
respective subscales) to four instead of the five developed from models by Lyness and 
Thompson (2000). The new subscale created kom the two original subscales was named 
Networking. 
The internal consistency reliability of the four subscales was analyzed using 
Cronbach's coefficient alpha. The values of the four subscales ranged from 0.86 
(Networking) to 0.96 (Mentoring) and the total scale value was 0.96. Lyness and 
Thompson (2000) reported reliabilities for the four scales ranging from 0.70 (Developing 
Relationships) to 0.90 (Mentoring). The modified scale was used in this study to answer 
research questions and test hypotheses. 
Convergent and Divergent Validity of Scales 
In addition, divergent validity was established by correlating the Perceived 
Justice to Career Advancement (higher barriers scores are associated with more problems 
in career advancement) and Perceived Facilitators to Career Advancement (higher 
facilitator scores are associated with more facilitators to career advancement). Therefore 
and inverse relationship was expected. Pearson r correlations were obtained between the 
total scores and subscale scores of each scale. A number of the values obtained were 
statistically significant for an inverse relationship and almost all of the correlations 
between the two scales were inverse relationships. 
In this study, one group, Atiican American female reported the most perceptions 
of barriers to career advancement specifically in the Lack of Culture Fit subscale. They 
further reported less facilitators than any other group thus supporting this inverse 
correlation between the two scales. Likewise, White Males reported perceptions of more 
facilitators and perceptions of fewer barriers to career advancement 
Attainment of Leadership Positions Scale 
Attainment of Leadership Positions was measured by a single item with seven 
responses. The original categories were (1) Chief Executive Officer (2) Assistant Chief 
(3) Commander (4) Major (5) Captain (6) Lieutenant (7) Sergeant. Because of the small 
sample sizes in four of the categories, the seven categories were collapsed into five rank 
ordered groups were 1 = CEOIAssistant Chief (n = 26), 2 = MajorICommander (n = 14), 
3 = Captain (n = 22), 4 = Lieutenant (n = 79), and 5 = Sergeant (n = 150). In an attempt 
to determine convergent and divergent validity of attainment of law enforcement 
position, Pearson r correlations were conducted with age, perceived procedural justice, 
distributive justice, and tenure. The attainment of law enforcement positions was 
positively correlated with Age (r = .25, p < .01) indicating older officers held higher 
positions, perceived more procedural justice (r = .15, p = .01) and distributive justice (v = 
.25, p < .Ol).had better perceptions of procedural and distributive justice. These expected 
relationships provide evidence of the convergent validity with the attainment of law 
enforcement leadershipposition, single item scale. 
Research Questions 
Research Question 1 Summary and Interpretation 
Research questions1 examined the human capital assets, demographic 
characteristics, organizational characteristics, perceptions of procedural justices, 
distributive justice, and barriers and facilitators of the respondents. 
Human Capital Assets. Two thirds of the respondents had at least a 4-year 
college degree. More than 70% of the respondents indicated that they had trained at 
another institution, other than the FBI or Southern Police Institute. More than 90% of the 
respondents indicated that their knowledge level were above average or advanced. The 
officers indicated that they had at least 5 years of experience, with an average of 20.6 
years. They have been with their current organization between 1 and 35 years, with an 
average of 18.6 years. The fact that more than 70% of respondents indicated that they 
received training at institutions other than the FBI or Southern Police Institute was not 
predictable The FBI and Southern Police Institute are recognized throughout the world 
as the premier law enforcement training academies [FBI], 2006. Human capital assets 
such as education, training, and tenure were very significant explanatory variables in the 
attainment of leadership positions in local and county law enforcement organizations for 
all respondents in this study. In other studies (Rumberger & Thomas, 1993; Soloman & 
Wachtel, 1975) education was only considered relevant if there were differences in the 
level of education between gender and racial groups. The data reference human capital 
assets and racial and gender differences were not analyzed by racial and gender groups in 
this study and cannot be considered relevant until there is further analysis. 
Demographic Characteristics. The target population for this study was selected 
based on data from the US Department of Justice, Office of Justice Program's statistics 
(2004). The majority of the respondents in this study were White (79%). Approximately 
1% indicated that they were not either White or African American. Fewer than 5% of the 
respondents indicated that they were Hispanic. Department ofjustice statistics reported 
87% of law enforcement officers within the 75 selected local and state law enforcement 
organizations in the State of Florida were white. American Indians, Asians and, 
HawaiianPacific Islander combined averaged less than one percent, (as did those in this 
study). Ahcan Americans averaged 12% which is significantly different than the 21% in 
this present study. 
One in every five respondents indicated they were female in this study. The same 
Department of Justice statistics indicated that females made up on average 20% of the 
law enforcement officers within these same law enforcement organizations, which again 
is different significantly different from the target population of 12% reported by the 
Department of Justice statistics, more females responded in this study. The age of the 
respondents in this study ranged from 26 to 65 with an average age of 44.7 years (SD = 
6.69). The statistics reference age is unique to this study. The respondents in this study 
may not be a good representation of the target population. A summary and comparison of 
the demographic characteristics in this study are presented in Table 5-1. 
Table 5-1 
Demographic Characteristics of Study Participants Compared to Target Population 
obtained.fi.om O@ce of Justice Program Statistics for Local and County Law 
Enforcement Organizations in the State of Florida 
Demographic Department of Present Study Difference 
Justice 
Race 
White 87% 79% -9% 
Black 12% 21% +9% 
Ethnicity 
Hispanic Any Race 1 1% 4% -7% 
Gender 
Male 88% 80% -8% 
Female 12% 20% +8% 
.S'ort~tc: US Department of Justice Office of Justice Programs 
Organizational Characteristics. Most of the officers were in organizations of 250 
or more employees (70%) and were employed by county governments (55%). Though 
this study solicited participation from agencies employing more than 100 h l l  time law 
enforcement officers, it was not predicted that more than 70% of the respondents would 
indicate that they belonged to organizations with more than 250 employees. The 75 
county and local law enforcement organizations in the state of Florida invited to 
participate in this study were comprised of 40 municipal police organizations, 34 sheriffs 
Departments and 1 county law enforcement organization. Only two officers were in state 
organizations. In previous studies it was reported that the majority of law enforcement 
officers within the State of Florida were employed within smaller organizations 
[FBI, 20041, Most officers reported that they were affiliated with a union (85%) and that 
they were promoted (94%) instead of appointed (6%). This is the first study that has 
examined the organizational characteristics of union affiliation and promotional process. 
The findings promote the structured processes involving rules, regul'ations and policies 
within law enforcement organizations mandated by labor unions. One of the more 
important practices are promotional processes. Attainment of leadership positions are 
achieved through promotions which are favored over subjective appointments. 
Perceptions of Procedural and Distributive Justice and Facilitators and 
Barriers of Career Advancement. On average, respondents indicated a moderate 
perception of procedural justice and distributive justice. Their average responses to the 
Perceived Facilitators and Barriers of Career to Advancement scales showed a 
perception of moderate facilitation and few barriers. Higher scores were associated with 
better perceptions of procedural justice; higher scores were also associated with better 
perceptions of distributive justice. This indicates, as an aggregate, perceptions of the 
glass ceiling effect as in previous research may not be detected within an organization. 
This research question was not designed to answer differences among racial and gender 
groups concerning perceptions of procedural and distributive justice or barriers and 
facilitators to career advancement. Those differences are tested in Research Hypothesis 1. 
However, similar studies such as Tai & Sims (2005) tested distributive justice as one of 
the variables to uncover the Glass Ceiling Effect in high technology companies. The 
fmdings in their study showed no significant differences in the perceptions among males 
and females. Similarly, Moorman (1991) in a Midwestern study on employees in the 
painting industry found that procedural justice was not significantly relevant to 
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organizational citizenship behavior. Contrarily, Lyness & Thompson (2000) found that 
there were significant differences in perceptions of barriers and facilitators to career 
advancement between males and females even when developmental and career histories 
were similar. These findings are further discussed in research question 1. 
Research Question 2 Summary 
This study is the first to examine differences in human capital assets, 
demographic characteristics, perceptions of procedural justice, distributive justice, and 
barriers and facilitators to career advancement according to local and county law 
enforcement organizational characteristics in the State of Florida. 
Differences in Type of Advanced Training by Organizational Characteristics. 
Chi-square analysis of the distribution of respondents' advanced training indicated a 
significant difference according to government affiliation, union affiliation, and 
promotion process. There were significant differences in the type of advanced training by 
government affiliation (x2 = 14.58, p < .01) and union affiliation (x2 = 6.10, p = .01). 
Officers employed by county governments or affiliated with unions were more likely to 
have received training somewhere other than at the FBI or at the Southern Police 
Institute. Significant differences were found in the type of advanced training by 
promotion process (X2 = 9.44, p < .01). Officers with appointed positions were more 
likely to have received advanced training from the FBI or the Southern Police Institute, 
while those who obtained their jobs through promotion were more likely to have obtained 
their training from somewhere other than the FBI or the Southern Police Institute. 
Significant differences in organization size were found between the types of advanced 
training. ( t  = 3 . 6 7 , ~  < .01). Respondents who received their advanced training at the FBI 
or Southern Police Institute were in significantly smaller organizations (M = 3.00) than 
those who received their training elsewhere (M = 3.52). Majority of respondent's were 
lower level leaders (sergeants) who were promoted to their positions as opposed to 
executive leaders who are frequently appointed, The findings indicate lower level leaders 
receive less advanced training than executive or higher level leaders. 
Differences in Education, Years of Experience, Bears Within Current 
Organization, Knowledge Level, and Attainment ofLeadership Position by 
Organizational Characteristics. Independent t test analyses of the human capital assets 
of education, years of experience, years withn current organization, knowledge level, 
and attainment of leadership position by the union affiliation, promotion process, and 
government affiliation were conducted. The results showed that respondents in nonunion 
organizations had significantly more years of experience than those with union affiliation. 
The same group also reported more years within the current organization than those with 
union affiliation. Those with appointed positions had more years of experience within 
their current organizations than those who were promoted. 
Respondents who were promoted to their position reported a significantly higher 
knowledge level than respondents who were appointed to their position. However, those 
who reported being appointed to their position were in significantly higher positions 
(attainment of position) than those who reported that they were promoted. Respondents in 
municipal organizations reported significantly higher positions (attainment of position) 
than the respondents in county organizations did. Respondents who were in appointed 
positions and in municipal organizations tended to have significantly more education than 
those who were promoted to their position or who worked in county organizations. 
The relationship between the human capital assets of education, experience, 
knowledge level, years of experience, and attainment of leadership positions and 
organizational size was measured by Pearson r correlations. The only significant 
relationship was found between the attainment of leadership positions and organizational 
size (r = .21,p < .01). An Inverse relationship, indicating respondents in smaller 
organizations were more likely to be in higher leadership positions. 
Demographic Characteristics by Organizational Size. In this study, the 
researcher attempted to obtain a demographically diverse group of respondents by 
inviting only organizations within the State of Florida with 100 or more sworn law 
enforcement officers. The researcher expected more demographic diversity would be 
found in larger organizations as opposed to smaller organization. There was no 
significant relationship between age (v = .07,p = .25) and organizational size. 
Independent t test analyses of the demographic characteristics of race, ethnicity, and 
gender by organizational size were conducted. A significant difference was between 
white and African Americans. African Americans worked in larger organizations. Males 
and females work in organizations of similar sizes, as do respondents of different 
ethnicities. 
Findings in this study are not consistent with those of Langer (2000) who reported 
that the size of a company has an effect not only on differences in pay but also on pay 
itself (Langer, 2000). Though not in the field of law enforcement, a study by Bertrand 
and Hallock (2001) found that in larger companies, size explained seventy-five percent of 
the wage gap between male and female leaders. They fixther found that women were less 
likely to become leaders, i.e., chief executive officers, chairs, vice chairs, or presidents of 
these companies. . 
Race, Ethnicity, and Gender by Government Affiation, Union Affiation, and 
Promotion Process. Chi-square analyses of the distribution of respondents' race, 
ethnicity, and gender did not find significant differences by government affiliation. There 
were no differences in the proportion of Hispanic and not Hispanic or male and female 
respondents in the different government organizations. However, a larger percentage of 
Afican Americans reported being employed in county organizations (25%) than in 
municipal organizations (I 5%). Chi-square analyses of the distribution of respondents' 
race, ethnicity, and gender did not find significant differences by union affiliation. There 
were no differences in the proportion of Hispanic and not Hispanic or male and female 
respondents in union and nonunion organizations. However, more African Americans 
reported being employed in union organizations (23%) than in nonunion organizations 
(7%). 
Chi-square analyses of the distribution of respondents by race, ethnicity, and 
gender did not find significant differences by promotion process. There were no 
differences in the proportion of White and African American, Hispanic and not Hispanic, 
or male and female respondents in positions that were by promotion or by appointment. 
The results of independent t test analyses of the demographic characteristic of age by 
union affiliation, promotion process, and government affiliation showed that there were 
no significant differences in age between the different organizational characteristics. 
Relationships between Perceptions of Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice, 
Facilitators to Career Advancement, Barriers to Career Advancement and 
Organizational Characteristics. Pearson r correlation analyses were conducted to 
determine if there were relationships between Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice, 
perceived facilitators of career advancement, and perceived barriers of career 
advancement and organization size. There were no significant relationships between the 
variables. The results of independent t test analyses of the perceptions of Procedural 
Justice and Distributive Justice and perceived facilitators and barriers of career 
advancement by union affiliation found significant differences in respondents' 
perceptions of Procedural Justice by union affiliation. Respondents in nonunion 
organizations perceived higher procedural justice than respondents in union organizations 
did. There were no significant differences in distributive justice or the facilitators and 
barriers of career advancement based on union affiliation. 
A significant difference in perceptions of lack of cultural fit was found. There 
were no further significant differences in the perceptions of barriers and facilitators to 
career advancement, or procedural justice or distributive justice between those 
respondents who gained positions through promotion and those respondents who were 
appointed. Results of independent t test analyses showed that there were no significant 
differences in the perceptions of the facilitators and barriers to career advancement or 
procedural and distributive justice between those respondents who are employed by 
municipal governments and those respondents who are employed by county 
governments. Independent t test analyses of the perceptions of procedural justice and 
distributive justice and facilitators and barriers of career advancement by government 
affiliation were conducted. There were no significant differences in the perceptions of the 
facilitators and barriers to career advancement or procedural and distributive justice 
between those respondents who are employed by municipal governments and those 
respondents who are employed by county governments. 
Research Hypotheses 
Research Hypothesis 1 
Differences in Perceived Procedural Justice Perceived Distributive Justice, 
Perceived Barriers and Facilitators to Career Advancement and Attainment of 
Leadership Positions According to Gender. For research hypothesis H 1, independent t 
tests were used to determine if differences in perceptions of procedural justice, 
distributive justice, barriers and facilitators to career advancement, and the attainment of 
leadership positions existed between males and females. The only significant finding 
was for the barrier to career advancement subscale of Lack of Cultural Fit, p=<.01. 
Females reported more barriers than males did. There were no fbrther significant 
differences between males and females. Hypothesis HI, is partially supported. 
Though only one subscale showed significant findings, it is probably the most 
significant scale being tested. Lack of Cultural Fit contains six of the most significant 
measures (items) which create barriers to the attainment of leadership positions for 
females in law enforcement. These items include, feeling pressure to fit in or adapt the 
culture of law enforcement, few role models, feeling like you are an outsider, not feeling 
comfortable asserting your views because of possible consequences, feeling like you are 
held to higher standards than others, and people tend to recommend and select people like 
themselves. 
These findings are consistent with the Lyness and Thompson (2004) study, fsom 
which the Barriers to Career Advancement Scale and its subscale Lack of Culture Fit 
were adopted. The results of the analysis of male and female executives were almost 
identical. Women reported that lack of culture fit, t (96) = 1.93. ~ ( 0 5 ,  were significantly 
greater barriers to advancement than men. Additionally in this particular study they also 
found that lack of geographic mobility was significant in other studies (Yoder, 1991; 
Zimmer, 1988) women would face at least six specific barriers to career advancement, 
chief among them were not a good fit with a culture dominated by males. Hypothesis Hla 
Differences in Perceived Procedural Justice Perceived Distributive Justice, 
Perceived Barriers and Facilitators to Career Advancement and Attuinment of 
Leadership Positions According to Race. Analysis of three of the five barriers to career 
advancement (Lack of Cultural Fit, DifJiculty Getting Developmental Assignments, and 
DifJiculty Obtaining Opportunities for Geographic Mobility) found significant 
differences between White and African American respondentsp=<.Ol for all three scales. 
Hypothesis Hlb was partially supported. African American respondents, on average, 
reported more barriers than White respondents did. Additionally, African Americans 
reported, on average, more total barriers than White respondents did. However, African 
Americans reported significantly higher facilitators in Mentoring and total facilitators 
than White respondents did, where it was hypothesized that they would perceive fewer 
facilitators. 
Differences in Perceived Procedural Justice Perceived Distributive Justice, 
Perceived Barriers and Facilitators to Career Advancement and Attainment of 
Leadership Positions According to Racial and Gender Groups. Analysis using 14 one 
way ANOVA tests were performed to determine if there were significant differences in 
perceived procedural justice, perceived distributive justice, perceived bamers to career 
advancement, perceived facilitators to career advancement, and attainment of leaderships 
positions according to the demographic characteristics of the racial and gender groups 
(White male, White female, African American male, and African American female. 
Hypothesis Hl, was partially supported. There were no significant differences among the 
groups in perceptions of procedural justice and distributive justice. However, there were 
significant differences in the barriers to career advancement subscale of Lack of Culture 
Fit. Post Hoc comparison,p<.OS, showed that White males reported fewer barriers while 
White females and African American males and females reported approximately the 
same number of barriers within this subscale. 
The results for the subscale DifJiculty Obtaining Opportunities for Geographic 
Mobility showed that Whitelother males and females reported fewer barriers than did 
African American males and females. Whitelother males and females reported 
significantly fewer total barriers than African American males which partially supports 
hypothesis HI, as well. African American males reported more facilitators in Mentoring 
than did African American females and White males and females did, where it was 
hypothesized that as follows: White males>African-American maleeWhite 
females>African-American females. Studies such as Tai & Sims (2005) tested 
distributive justice as'one of the variables to uncover the Glass Ceiling Effect in high 
technology companies. The findings in their study showed no significant differences in 
the perceptions among males and females. Similarly, Moorman (1991) in a Midwestern 
study on employees in the painting industry found that procedural justice was not 
significantly relevant to organizational citizenship behavior. Lyness & Thompson (2000) 
found that there were significant differences in perceptions of barriers and facilitators to 
career advancement between males and females even when developmental and career 
histories were similar. Race was not a variable in these previous studies. A summary of 
the hypotheses testing for Hypotheses H1,- H1, are presented in table 5-1. 
Table 5-2 
Summary o f  Hypotheses I Testing: Dzfferences in Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice, 
Facilitators, Barriers to Career Advancement, and Attainment of Leadership Positions 
According to Gender Groups 
Hypotheses Significance Results RaceIGenderlGroup Variable 
HIa <.01 Partially Females 
There are Supported Barriers to Career 
significant 
differences in 
perceived 
procedural justice, 
distributive justice, 
baniers and 
facilitators to career 
advancement, and 
the attainment of 
leadership positions 
according to gender 
Hlb 
There are 
significant 
differences in 
perceived 
procedural justice, 
distributive justice, 
baniers and 
facilitators to career 
advancement, and 
.the attainment of 
leadership positions 
according to Race 
Advancemei~t 
(Lack of Culture 
Fit subscale) 
0 1  0 Supported African Americans Barriers to Career 
.01,.05 Advancement, 
four subscales 
(Lack of Culture 
Fit, Excluded 
from hfovmal 
Networks, 
D$jjcuZty 
Obtaining 
Opportunities for 
Geographic 
Mobility) 
Table 5-2 Continued 
Hypotheses Significance Results RaceIGenderlGroup Variable 
HIc <.01 Partially Females 
There are Supported Barriers to Career 
significant Advancement 
differences in (Lack of Culture 
perceived Fit subscale) 
procedural justice, 
distributive 
justice, barriers 
and facilitators to 
career 
advancement, and 
the attainment of 
leadership 
positions 
according to racial 
and gender groups 
Research Hypothesis 2 
Human Capital Assets as Significant Explanatory Variables ofthe Attainment 
of Leadership Positions. To test Hypothesis 2, Pearson r correlation, point-biserial 
correlation, and stepwise multiple regression analysis were used to examine whether 
human capital assets are significant explanatory variables of the attainment of leadership 
positions. All five of the independent variables were significantly correlated with the 
independent variable in the following order from strongest to weakest, training (rpb = - 
.41), education (r = .40), experience (r = -.31), knowledge level (r = -.27), and years 
within the organization (r = -.12). All were significant at <.01, with the exception of 
years within the organization which was significant at <.05. 
Multiple regression analysis revealed four significant models. Model number 
four (F=32.98, p=<.Ol) was selected as the best model with four significant explanatory 
variables (training, education, experience, and years in the organization) which explained 
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a range of 31% to 32% of the total variation in leadership attainment. The findings related 
to education are supported in the literature. In other studies examining education (Kakar, 
1998; Wilson, 1999; Whetstone, 2000) it was found that college educated officers were 
more flexible and socially aware which contributed to the attainment of leadership 
positions. Additionally, a college education prior to employment decreased the 
frequency in which police officers received personnel complaints and correlated 
positively with higher test scores on promotional processes within law enforcement 
organizations. There were no other studies found in the literature which supported the 
positive correlation of the remaining human capital assets with the attainment of 
leadership positions, however, this positive relationship was expected by the researcher. 
Research Hypothesis 3 
Perceived Procedural Justice, Perceived Distributive justice, and Perceived 
Barriers and Facilitators to Career Advancement as Signifccant Explanatory Variables 
of the Attainment of Leadershippositions. To test Hypothesis 3, Pearson r correlation 
and stepwise multiple regression analysis were used to examine whether perceived 
Procedural and Distributive Justice and Perceived Barriers and Facilitators to Career 
Advancement are significant explanatory variables of the attainment of leadership 
positions. Six of the eleven explanatory variables (distributive justice, procedural justice, 
five subscales of barriers to career advancement, and four subscales for facilitators to 
career advancement) had significant positive relationships with the dependent variable. 
These relationships, in order from strongest to weakest, were Distributive Justice (r  = 
.25), four Facilitators to Career Advancement (Developmental Assignments [r = .23], 
Networking [r = .20], Managing Own Career [r = .20], and Mentoring [r = .15]), and 
Procedural Justice (r  = .15). These positive correlations indicate that as the respondents' 
leadership positions increased, so did their perceptions of Distributive justice, Procedural 
Justice, and Facilitators to Career Advancement. 
Two significant models were produced from the regression analysis. Model 
number two (F=13.14,~=<.01) was selected as the best explanatory model with two 
explanatory variables (Distributive Justice, and Facilitators to Career Advancement 
subscale Developmental Assignments). This model accounted for a range of 8% to 9% of 
the variance in the dependent variable. Therefore, only 8% of the dependent variable 
(Attainment ofLeadership Positions) can be explained by the explanatory variables in 
this model. This leaves a residual of approximately 92% that may be explained by other 
barriers such as those hypothesized in research hypothesis 2. 
Research Hypothesis 4 
Organizational Characteristics as Sigaificant Explanatory Variables ofthe 
Attainment of Leadership Positions. To test Hypothesis 4, Pearson r correlation, point- 
biserial correlation, and stepwise multiple regression analysis were used to examine and 
determine whether Organizational Characteristics are significant explanatory variables 
of the attainment of leadership positions. Two significant models were produced from the 
regression analysis. Model 2, with two explanatory variables (promotional process and 
organization size), was the best explanatory model to explain attainment of leadership 
positions ( F  = 23 .23 ,~  < .01). This model explained 14% of the variation in the 
dependent variable of attainment of leadership positions. Hypothesis 4 was supported: 
Organizational Clzaracteristics (size and promotional process) are significant explanatory 
variables of the attainment of leadership positions. 
There were no other studies found in the literature where relationships between 
organizational characteristics of promotional process and attainment of leadership 
positions were examined. However, the findings in this study reference organizational 
size, are somewhat consistent with those of Bertrand and Hallock (2001)of private 
corporations where women were less likely to attain leadership positions in larger 
companies, i.e., they were less likely to become chief executive officers, chairs , vice 
chairs and presidents . 
Hypothesis 5 
Demographic Characteristics are signiJicant Explanatory Variables of the 
Attainment ofLeadership Positions. To test Hypothesis 5, Pearson r correlation, point- 
biserid correlation, and regression analysis were used to examine whether race, ethnicity, 
gender, and age are significant explanatory variables of the attainment of leadership 
positions. Age(v=.25, p<.01) was the only variable having a significant relationship to the 
attainment of leadership positions, indicating that the older respondents had higher 
leadership positions. Simple linear regression revealed the only model was significant 
(F=18.34,p<.01). Hypothesis 5 was supported, however, this single model only 
accounted for 6% of the variation in the dependent variable leaving a residual of 
approximately 94% unexplained. 
The other demographic characteristics variables of race, gender, and ethnicity 
were not significantly correlated with the attainment of leadership positions in this study. 
These findings are not consistent with findings in previous studies, specifically of the 
fundamental, theoretical concepts of the Glass Ceiling effect. The Lyness and Thompson 
(2000) study of matched samples of males and females in corporations to examine the 
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Glass Ceiling Effect found that even when developmental experience and career histories 
were similar, females attained fewer leadership positions. These findings are also 
contrary to the findings of Cotter et a]., (2001). Florida and Gates (2002), and federal 
initiatives such as the U.S. Department of Labor's Office of Contract Compliance 
Programs' 1996 study on the Glass Ceiling Initiative. 
Hypothesis 6 
Human capital assets, demographic characteristics, organizational 
characteristics, procedural justice, distributive justice, and perceived barriei*~ and 
facilitators to career advancement as signijicant explanatory variables of attainment of 
leadershipposition. To test Hypothesis 6, the significant variables resulting from Pearson 
r or point- biserial correlations with attainment of leadership position found in 
Hypotheses 2 through 5 were entered into a stepwise linear regression. Seven significant 
models were produced from the regression analysis. Model 7, with seven explanatory 
variables (Human Capital Assets of training, education, years in current organization, and 
years of experience, Distributive Justice, and Organizational Characteristics of 
promotion process and organization size), was the best explanatory model to explain 
attainment of leadership position (F  = 3 1 . 9 8 , ~  < .01), having the highest R~ value of .45 
and an adjusted R~ of .43. However, neither Procedural Justice nor any Facilitato~es or 
Barriers to Career Advancement were found to be significant explanatory variables. 
The order of importance of the predictor variables in explaining attainment of . 
leadership position according to the standardized Beta coefficients ( p )  were from most 
important to least important: experience ( p  = .34), education ( P  = .27), Distributive 
Justice (p = .25), training ( P  = .22), promotion process (P = .20), organization size (P = - 
.18), and years in the current organization (f3 = -.16). Hypothesis 6 was partially 
supported. A summary of Hypotheses 2-6 with results and literature interpretations are 
presented in table 5-3. 
Table 5-3 
Summary of Hypotheses 2-6, Variance Explained, Results, and Interpretation of Literature 
Hypotheses Variance Explained Hypotheses Testing Literature 
Results 
And Explanatory 
Variables in Model 
Selected 
H2 31% to 32% Supported Kakar (1998) 
There is a significant Training (+) Wilson (1999) 
explanatory Education (+) Whetstone (2000) 
relationship between Experience (+) Consistent 
human capital assets Years Within (Education) 
and the attainment of Organization (+) 
law enforcement 
positions 
H3 8% to 9% Support Lyness & Thompson 
There is a significant Partially (2000) 
explanatory Distributive Consistent 
relationship between Justice (+) 
perceived procedural Developmental 
justice, perceived Assignments (+) 
distributive justice 
and perceived barriers 
and facilitators to 
career advancement 
and attainment of 
leadership positions 
H4 
There is a significant 
explanatory 
relationship between 
organizational 
characteristics and the 
Supported 
Size (+) 
Promotions 
Process(+) 
Bertrand & Hollock 
(2001) 
Consistent 
attainment of 
leadership positions 
Table 5-3 Continued 
Hypotheses Variance Explained Hypotheses Testing Literature 
Results 
And Explanatory 
Variables in Model 
Selected 
H5 6% Supported 
There is a significant Age (+) Cotter et al. (2001), 
explanatory Not Consistent 
relationship between Florida and Gates 
demographic 
characteristics and the (2002) Not 
attainment of law Consistent Lyness 
enforcement positions &Thompson Not 
Consistent 
H6 
There is a significant 
explanatory 
relationship between 
perceived procedural 
justice, perceived 
distributive justice 
and perceived barriers 
and facilitators to 
career advancement 
and the attainment of 
leadership positions 
43% to 44% Support Lyness & Thompson 
Partially (2000) 
Training (+) Consistent 
Education (+) Moorman (1990) 
(Distributive Consistent 
Justice (+) 
Experience (+) 
Promotional 
Process(+) 
Organization Size (+) 
Tenure (+) 
Contributions to the Empirical validity of the Glass Ceiling Propositions 
A fifth purpose of this study was to contribute to the empirical validity of Cotter, 
Hermsen, Ovadia , and Vanneman's (2001) criterion based propositions of the Glass 
Ceiling Effect This study focused primarily on perceptions of justice and barriers and 
facilitators to career advancement rather than inequalities based on racial and gender 
differences. However, in conducting analyses to answer research questions and to test 
hypotheses, comparisons of racial and gender groups were made. 
Proposition 1 
A glass ceiling inequality represents a gender or racial difference that is not explained by 
other job-relevant characteristics of the employee. Two hundred and twenty-six (77.7%) 
of the respondents in this study indicated that they were White while only sixty (20.6%) 
indicated that they were African American. Other racial groups made up less than 2% of 
the respondents. Two hundred and thirty-two respondents (79.7%) indicated they were 
male whereas 59(20.3%) indicated they were female. There were few racial or gender 
differences found in this study, with the significant exception of lack of culture fit. For 
example analyses of the distribution of respondents by race, ethnicity, and gender did not 
find significant differences by promotional process. However, those who reported being 
appointed to their positions were in significantly higher positions than those who were 
promoted. Other job relevant characteristics cannot be dismissed in this study. 
Proposition 2 
A glass ceiling inequality represents a gender or racial difference that is greater at higher 
levels of an outcome than at lower levels of an outcome. It is difficult in this study to 
determine if there are differences in higher levels of the outcome (attainment of 
leadership positions) due to either the lack of participation of those in higher positions in 
the survey or the over participation of those at lower level positions. The number of high 
outcome positions, Chief Executive Officers/Assistant Chief (n=26) as opposed to low 
outcome, Sergeants (n=150). Further hindrances in examining this proposition was racial 
makeup of the respondents, 79% of the respondents were white and only 21 % were 
African American. T test results were conducted which showed no significant 
differences in the attainment of leadership positions according to gender. The attainment 
of law enforcement positions were correlated inversely with age instead of race (I=-.23, 
p<.01) indicating a relationship between older officers and higher positions. Race was not 
a significant factor. 
Proposition 3 
A glass ceiling inequality represents a gender or racial inequality in the chances of 
advancement into higher levels, not merely the proportions of each gender or race 
currently at those higher levels. As it relates to an inequality in the chances of career 
advancement based on race and gender, this proposition is supported in this study. 
Analysis of three of the five barriers to career advancement subscales (Lack of Cultural 
Fit, Dgjculty Getting Developmental Assignments, and DifJiculty Obtaining 
Opportunities for Geographic Mobility) found significant differences between 
Whitelother and African American respondents. In all cases, African American 
respondents, on average, reported more barriers than White respondents did. 
Additionally, African Americans reported, on average, more total barriers than White 
respondents did 
Proposition 4 
A glass ceiling inequality represents a gender or racial inequality that increases over the 
course of a career. In this study, it was not possible to accurately test the proposition that 
a glass ceiling inequality represents a gender or racial inequality that increases over the 
course of a career. A longitudinal or cohort study would be needed. 
Conclusions 
1. The majority of the respondents in this study were white (79%), fewer 
than 5% were Hispanic, and only one in five were female. Less than 1% 
171 
indicated that they were neither White nor African American. Most of the 
respondents were employed in organizations of 240, or more, sworn law 
enforcement officers and 55% were employed in county organizations as 
opposed to local organizations. The majority of officers were affiliated 
with unions (85%) and was promoted (94%) as opposed to being 
appointed. 
2. The majority of respondents in this study received training at institutions 
other than the FBI and Southern Police Institute. Officers with appointed 
positions, however, were more likely to receive their training at these 
institutions 
3. Differences in organizational size were found between types of advanced 
training. Officers who received their training at the FBI or Southern Police 
Institute were in significantly smaller organizations. 
4. Respondents who were promoted reported significantly higher levels of 
knowledge than those who were appointed. 
5. Indications from this study are that respondents in municipal(1ocal) 
organizations attain higher leadership positions, and had significantly 
more education, than those in county organizations 
5. An inverse relationship was found between the attainment of leadership 
positions and organizational size, indicating that respondents in smaller 
organizations were more likely to be in higher leadership positions. 
A larger percentage of African Americans reported being employed in 
county organizations as opposed to municipal organizations, and in 
unionized organizations as opposed to nonunion. 
There was no gender or racial significant differences in the attainment of 
leadership positions by promotional process (appointed or promoted). 
Respondents in nonunion organizations perceived more procedural justice 
than those in unionized organizations. 
Significant differences in perceptions of Networking, Mentoring, and 
Developmental Assignments were based on promotional process. 
Appointed respondents reported higher perceptions of these facilitators. 
Females perceived more barriers to career advancement in the significant 
subscale Lack of Culture Fit. There were no significant differences 
between males and females according to perceived procedural justice, 
perceived distributive justice, or other perceived barriers or perceived 
facilitators to career advancement. 
African American respondents perceived greater barriers and total barriers 
to career advancement than White respondents. 
As hypothesized, White males perceived fewer Barriers to career 
advancement than any other racial /gender groups. 
African American Males, however, perceived more facilitators than other 
groups, where it was hypothesized that they would perceive less 
African American females reported the lowest level of attainment of 
leadership positions as hypothesized. 
16. Human Capital Assets are significant explanatory variables of the 
attainment of leadership positions in county and local law enforcement 
organizations in the State of Florida. 
17. Leadership attainment in local and county law enforcement organizations 
in the State of Florida can be explained by variables of Perceived 
Distributive Justice, and Facilitators to Career Advancement 
18. Organizational Characteristics are significant explanatory variables of the 
attainment of leadership positions in local and county law enforcement 
organizations in the State of Florida. 
19. Age is the only Demographic Characteristic in this study which is a 
significant explanatory variable of the attainment of leadership positions 
in local and State law enforcement organizations in the State of Florida. 
Practical Implications 
This study has examined and explored the Glass Ceiling Effect in local and 
county law enforcement organizations from the perspectives of theoretical concepts of 
perceived procedural justice, perceived distributive justice and perceived barriers and 
facilitators to career advancement in local and state law enforcement organizations in the 
State of Florida. While adding to the literature of the study of the Glass Ceiling, the study 
also has the following practical implications: 
1. Chief executive officers and command level managers within local and county 
law enforcement organizations in the State of Florida should continue to support 
such efforts as training, and education. Particularly of their rank and file officers 
and supervisors. Training in education contributes to human capital assets which 
translates into better opportunities for attainment of leadership positions 
2. Perceptions of justice, both procedural and distributive justice, are not as 
significant or important to the attainment of leadership positions in law 
enforcement as are perceived barriers and facilitators. Chief Executive Officers 
should focus on perceived barriers and facilitators to facilitate the attainment of 
leadership positions 
3. Chief Executive officers and command level officers must ensure that the culture 
within the law enforcement organization is conducive to the attainment of 
leadership positions. The lack of culture fit can be a detriment to career 
advancement, specifically in the following dimensions: (1) Feeling pressure to fit 
in or adapt to the culture (2) Having few role models (3) Feeling like an outsider 
(4) Not feeling comfortable asserting views because of possible consequences (5) 
Feeling that mistakes cannot be made or learn from them because of potential 
threats to the job or the future of an officer (6) Feelings of being held to higher 
standards than others (7) Selecting and recommending people like themselves. 
4. Barriers to the attainment of leadership positions and career advancement must be 
removed in order for the Glass Ceiling Effect to be diminished 
5. Mentoring programs and other perceived facilitators to career advancement in law 
enforcement organizations are critical facilitators to the attainment of leadership 
positions and should be expanded. 
6. As the State of Florida becomes more diverse in its population, law enforcement 
organizations should reflect that diversity. In this study less than 1% of the 
respondents indicated that they were American Indian, Asian, or Pacific Islander, 
and 95.9% indicated that they were not Hispanic. Active recruiting efforts should 
be implemented within law enforcement organizations targeting these 
underrepresented groups. 
Limitations 
1. This non-experimental study has lower internal validity than experimental studies. 
2. This study was limited to the State of Florida. 
3. The sample in this study was limited to local and county law enforcement 
organizations. 
4. In this study, scales were adopted from other studies and bodies of research which 
pertained to totally distinct and different fields and occupations, i.e., the health 
care industry and not law enforcement. There are obvious differences in the 
populations. 
5. Officers from agencies with more than 100 sworn law enforcement officers were 
invited to participate which left out smaller agencies that may have been more 
diverse samples. 
6. The online research design was limited in that it assessed only those officers 
whose e-mail addresses were provided by their chief executive officer, and who 
agreed to participate in the survey. 
7. It is difficult to assess whether the final data producing sample represented a 
diverse portion ofthe State of Florida. 
Recommendations 
Future studies are recommended, based on the interpretations and conclusions from this 
study, as follows: 
1. Four of the scales adopted and used in this study were designed by researchers 
studying professions and disciplines not related to law enforcement. Future 
research should utilize scales and surveys specifically designed for law 
enforcement organizations 
2. Future research needs to be conducted to add to the validity of the Criterion based 
definition of Cotter, Heimsen, Ovadia, and Vanneman's (2001) where the glass 
ceiling effect represents a gender or racial difference that is greater at higher 
levels of an outcome than at lower levels of an outcome and represents a gender 
or racial inequality that increases over the course of a career. A longitudinal study 
is suggested. 
3. A research design, other than an online survey, such as interviews and 
questionnaires are recommended for future research this which would elicit more 
detailed responses on perceptions of justice and barriers and facilitators to career 
advancement. 
4. A study focusing primarily on either racial differences or gender differences in 
law enforcement organizations (reduction in variables) would reveal more 
thorough findings. 
5. This study should be replicated with a larger sample size to strengthen both the 
internal and external validity of the study 
6. This study should be replicated with a national sample of law enforcement 
organizations to reduce homogeneity. 
7. Future research should conduct constiuct validity studies on the Distributive 
Justice Scale, the Procedural Justice Scale, and the Perceived Barriers and 
Facilitators to Career Advancement Scale 
8. Future research should use structural equation modeling to examine the 
relationships among human capital assets, demographic characteristics, 
procedural justice, distributive justice, perceived barriers and facilitators to career 
advancement, and the attainment of leadership positions in law enforcement. 
9. In this study, 43% to 44% of the variance in leadership attainment was explained 
by a model with the variables of training, education, distributive justice, 
experience, promotion process, and organizational size, leaving 56% to 57% 
variance unexplained. Additional variables should be incorporated into the present 
model, and tested in additional studies, to further explain leadership attainment of 
law enforcement officers to include, racism and geographic region. 
The purpose of this study was to contribute to the empirical literature of the glass 
ceiling effect from the perspective of human capital assets, demographic characteristics, 
organizational characteristics, perceived procedural justice, perceived distributive justice, 
and perceived barriers and facilitators to career, and the attainment of leadership 
positions in local and county law enforcement organizations, in the State of Florida. In 
this study, a model to explain 43% to 44% of the variance in leadership attainment in 
local and county law enforcement organizations was found. There were significant 
findings that race and gender were not significant explanatory variables to the attainment 
of leadership positions. Chapter V discussed the summary and interpretations of results, 
limitations, conclusions, practical implications, and recommendations for future research. 
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List of 75 Law Enforcement Organizations in the State of Florida Employing 100 or 
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Appendix E 
Courtesy Letter to Chief Executive Officers of 75 Agencies and Request for E-mail 
Addresses of Eligible Participants 
May 15,2008 
Dear ctOwnersNamne)) 
I am presently seeking a PhD in Global Leadership at Lynn University. One of the requirements 
is to complete a dissertation. I am writing you to ask for your assistance in identifying potential 
participants from your agency. The title of the dissertation proposal is "Perceived Justice and 
Barriers and Facilitators to the Attainment of Leadership Positions in Local and State Law 
Enforcement Organizations in the State of Florida". The purpose of the study is to examine the 
glass ceiling effect in law enforcement from the perspective of such variables as human capital 
assets, demographic characteristics, and organizational characteristics, perceived barriers, etc. 
The research instrument is an on-line survey in which each eligible participant within your 
organization will receive an e-mail invitation with a link to a consent form and the survey. 
Eligible participants are those sworn law enforcement officers who hold the rank of sergeant and 
higher (or their equivalent) up to and including the chief executive officer. Respondents will 
complete the survey anonymously. Law enforcement agencies will not be identified. 
Please send me (via e-mail), the e-mail addresses of the officers within your organization who 
hold the rank of sergeant or higher, up to and including the chief executive officer. Under 
Chapter 119 of the Florida Statutes, the e-mail addresses are public records: It is the policy of this 
state that all state, county, and municipal records are open for personal inspection and copying 
by any person. Providing access to public records is a duty of each agency (Florida Statutes 
119.01, General state policy on public records).My email address is . If 
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
Thank You for assisting to facilitate my dissertation, 
Delsa R. Bush 
Doctoral Student 
 
 
E-mail  
Appendix F 
Permission to use Scales from Copyright Holders 
From: 
 
To: Delsa Bush 
Cc :  
Subject: Re: Permission to use instrument 
Sent: Wed 61612007 1 1  , I  7 PM 
Attachments: 
You have permission to use the The Distributive Justice Index Scale in 
the Price and Mueller Handbook. I wish you success in your research. 
Emeritus Professor Charles Mueller 
Dept of Sociology 
University of Iowa 
Iowa City, IA 52242 
Quoting Delsa Bush < : 
June 4,2007 
Charles H. Muelller 
W507 Seashore Hall 
University of Iowa 
Iowa City, Iowa 52242 
I am completing a doctoral dissertation at Lynn University entitled 
The Glass Ceiling Effect in Local and State Law Enforcement 
Organizations in the State of Florida. I would like your permission 
to reprint in my dissertation an excerpt from the following: 
Price, J.L., & Mueller, C.W. (1996). Handbook of organizational 
measurement. Marshfield, MA: Pittmman 
he excerpt to be reproduced is: The Distributive Justice Index Scale 
The requested permission extends to any future revisions and 
editions of my dissertation, including non-exclusive world rights in 
all languages, and to the prospective publication of my 
dissertation by ProQuest Information and learning (ProQuest) 
through its Umi 8 Dissertation Publishing business. Proquest may 
produce and sell copies of my dissertation on demand and may make 
my dissertation available for free internet download at my request. 
These rights will in no way restrict republication of the material 
in any other form by you or by others authorized by you. 
If these arrangements meet with your approval, please respond to 
this email with your written permission as well as contact 
information as proof to the Lynn University IRB that I have your 
approval. If you need further information you may contact me at  
Thanking you sincerely, 
Delsa R. Bush 
From: Sent: Tue 1/29/2008 9:25 Ann Fitmatrick  AM 
To: Delsa Bush 
Cc : 
Subject: Re: Use of Hollingshead Four Factor Index Scale 
Attachments: 
Anyone can use the Hollingshead Four Factor Index when 
they wish. As you know, for years people have been doing 
so. Idonlt 
think any permission is necessary, because it is now 
certainly in the 
public domain. 
I hope this helps. 
~t 02:32 PM 1/24/2008,  you wrote: 
January 24, 2008 
Ann Fitzpatrick 
Department of Sociology 
Yale University, New Haven, Ct 
Ms. Fitzpatrick my name is Delsa Bush and I am a student at 
Lynn 
University Boca Raton, Florida. The purpose of this e-mail 
is to 
follow-up on our conversation early today reference the use 
of the 
The A. B. Hollingshead Four Factor Index as part of my 
dissertation 
proposal. I understood at the time of our conversation that 
this 
index is part of an unpublished manuscript which is not 
copyrighted 
and I can therefore proceed without the permission of the 
author who 
is deceased. 
Please respond back to my email concerning this matter. I 
will also need you to include your contact information 
within the e-mail as 
proof to the Lynn IRB. 
Thank you for your assistance 
Delsa Bush 
i a 2  pieaged t~1 great  you peczaa ica  cu use zbe j i iscice %sale pi;birabed 
i n  ene s r r l c l e  you clre3 i n  yvur r ~ l u e s c .  You may nae chis scale m 
~ O Y I  di..erzetion a d  10 siibsep~lenc revisions, edlclorr*, or 
JuSIIcaciens. 
YY Wnrast mfa-tioo is: 
Thank you, 
Rob Moorsen 
Robert H. Xonrman 
Professor and RoMrz Daag?.erts C U i r  i n  Panagelneat 
Pzsociaie Dean for Gradaace 3usinea.s Prcgrm 
Calleqe sf ausioess I%dnmlstrcrion 
Creightm Universrty 
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